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resolution be transmitted to the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and to each Member of the Senate and
House of Representatives of the United States from the
State of New Jersey; and that a committee of 3, 1 to be ap-
pointed by the Governor, 1 to be appointed by the President
of the Senate, and 1 to be appointed by the Speaker of the
House, be constituted to further this project and to per-
sonally present the same to the President of the United
States from the State of New Jersey, and to take other steps
as to such committee shall seem proper; to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors.

1253. Also, petition of Woodcliff Council, No. 237, of North
Bergen, N.J., Sons and Daughters of Liberty, an organi-
zation composed of upwards of 100,000 native-born American
men and women representing 26 States, urging upon Con-
gress the immediate passage of House bill 4114, introduced
by Hon. MarTin DiEs, having for its object a fixed quota
pertaining to the admission of alien immigrants to this coun-
try, stating that the bill is a necessary one and cannot
be objected to by any person having the interests of the
country at heart; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

1254, By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Daniel Maltby Rugg,
of Brooklyn, N.Y., opposing increased income tax and gaso-
line tax, and favoring a manufacturers’ sales tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

1255. By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Petition of
Council No. 45 of the Sons and Daughters of Liberty, favor-
ing the passage of House bill 4114 concerning immigration;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

1256. Also, petition of Council No. 17 of the Sons and
Daughters of Liberty, favoring the passage of House bill 4114
concerning immigration; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

1257. By Mr. SUTPHIN: Petition of Freedom Council, No.
36, Sons and Daughters of Liberty, of Eeyport, N.J., urging
passage of House bill 4114; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

1258. By Mr. TRAEGER: Petition of the Legislature of
the State of California, dated May 12, 1933, regarding the
adoption, as part of an emergency unemployment-relief pro-
gram, of a plan for the completion of worthy public projects,
and to include therein the construction and maintenance of
roads and highways; to the Committee on Labor.

1259, Also, petition of the Legislature of the State of Cali-
fornia, dated May 12, 1933, regarding the adoption, as part
of an emergency unemployment-relief program, of a plan
for the construction of worthy public projects, and to in-
clude therein the construction of the Central Valley project
of the California State water plan; to the Commitiee on
Labor.

1260. Also, petition of the Assembly and the Senate of the
State of California, dated May 9, 1933, urging Government
use of American-grown rubber; to the Committee on Labor.

1261. Also, petition of the Legislature of the State of
California, dated May 17, 1933, in regard to providing for
the relief of California Indians; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

1262. Also, petition of the Legislature of the State of
California, dated May 17, 1933, regarding the prohibiting
of the importation of crude petroleum and crude-petroleum
by-products; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

1263. Also, petition of the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles, State of California, dated May 22,
1933, regarding unemployment relief and recommending the
California community land chest bill for consideration; to
the Committee on Labor.

1264, By Mr. WALDRON: Petition of the Pennsylvania
Committee for Total Disarmament, urging the Congress to
investigate munition manufacturing, propaganda, etc.; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1265. By Mr. WHITLEY : Petition of Alfred Dreyfus Lodge,
No. 201, of the Independent Order Brith Abraham, and of
Louis Ofsovitz, of Rochester, N.¥Y., urging official protest by
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the United States against the treatment accorded Jews in
Germany; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1266. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Hoboken National
Memorial Association, Hoboken, N.J., relative to setting aside
a suitable plot of ground at the entrance of the piers, now in
control of the United States Shipping Board, at Hoboken,
as a national memorial to commemorate the egress and
ingress of the valiant sons and daughters of the Nation who
left or returned through this portal during the late World
War; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

SENATE
FrIDAY, JUNE 2, 1933
(Legislative day of Monday, May 29, 1933)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., on the expiration of
the recess.

THE JOURNAL

On motion of Mr. Roeinson of Arkansas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal for the calendar
days of May 29 to June 1, inclusive, was dispensed with,
and the Journal was approved. .

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest the absence of a
guorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Byrnes Long Sheppard
Austin Caraway MeGill Steiwer

Black Erickson McNary Thomas, Utah
Bone Hale Patterson Trammell
Borah Johnson Pope

Bratton Kendrick Robinson, Ark.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I wish to announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] and the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. SmiTH] are necessarily detained
on official business.

I also wish to announce that the senior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McKerrar]l and the junior Senafor from
Tennessee [Mr. Baceman] are necessarily detained from
the Senate.

Mr. KEENDRICK., I desire to announce that the following
Senators are necessarily detained from the Senate on official
business: The Senator from Washington [Mr. Dmtl, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. McCarran], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMaASs],
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typings], the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. THompson], and the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HAYDEN].

I also desire to announce that the following Senators are
absent, attending a meeting of the Committee on Banking
and Currency: Mr. Apams, Mr. BuLKLEY, Mr. CosTicaN, Mr.
FLETCHER, Mr. Grass, Mr. Gorg, Mr. McApoo, and Mr.
WAGNER.

I wish further to announce that the following Senators
are detained from the Senate in attendance cn a meeting
of the Committee on Finance: Mr. Harrison, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. King, Mr. BARELEY, Mr. BarLEy, Mr. Byrp, Mr. CLARK,
Mr. ConnNALLY, Mr. GEORGE, and Mr, LONERGAN.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Twenty-two Senators have
answered to their names. There is not a quorum present.
The clerk will call the names of the absent Senators.

The legislative clerk called the names of the absent Sena-
tors, and Mr. Locawn, Mr. OverTON, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
StepHENS, and Mr. VANDENBERG answered to their names
when called.

Mr. BarBour, Mr. BRowN, Mr. CappER, Mr. COOLIDGE, Mr.
CoPELAND, Mr. DaLE, Mr. DickinsoN, Mr. Fess, Mr. MURPHY,
Mr. Russery, and Mr. WHITE entered the Chamber and
answered fo their names.

Mr. FESS. I wish to announce that the following Sena-
tors are detained either in attendance upon meetings of
committees or upon official businzss: The Senator from Ne-
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braska [Mr. Norris], the Senator from Maryland [Mr,
GoLpseoroUGH], the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. He-
BErT], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Keax], the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. Eeves], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Mercarr]l, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Reep], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Town-
senD], the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Warcorrl, the
Senator from Minnesora [Mr. SarpsTEAD], the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Nyel, and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. La FoLLETTE].

The VICE PRESIDENT. Thirty-eight Senators have
answered to their names. There is not a quorum present.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I move that the Sergeant
at Arms be directed to request the attendance of absent
Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sergeant at Arms will carry
out the order of the Senate.

After a little delay Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr. BuLow, Mr. CAREY,
Mr, Curting, Mr. DierERicH, Mr. Durry, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr.
NeeLy, Mr. Rosmnson of Indiana, Mr. SceEALL, Mr. VAN NUYs,
and Mr. WHeELER entered the Chamber and answered to
their names.

The VICE PRESIDENT. PFifty Senators have answered to
their names. A quorum is present.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a telegram
in the nature of a petition from S. F. Snively, mayor of
Duluth, Minn., praying for amendment of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation Act so that the Corporation may be
authorized to loan to municipalities 75 percent upon esti-
mated tax income for the year 1933, and 50 percent on
1932 tax delinquencies, upon tax anticipation bonds, also
amendment of the pending public works bill so as to allow
the Government to loan 70 percent of the total upon bonds
to be redeemed over a period of years after the present
economic depression is over, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by
U.S.8. Jacob Jones Post, No. 2, the American Legion, of
Washington, D.C., protesting against any attempt, by law
or regulation, to deprive honorably discharged veterans of
preference in retention in the classified service of the Goyv-
ernment which they have been granted under previous laws
and Executive orders, etc., which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Civil Service.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by
Incorporated Chapter 1, of the Purple Heart Association of
the United States, Ansonia, Conn., protesting against the
operation of the so-called “ Economy Act”, particularly as
it affects veterans’ allowances, which was referred fo the
Committee on Finance.

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of
a petition from R. E. Rosenberger, of Garyville, and also a
petition of sundry citizens of New Orleans, all in the State
of Louisiana, praying for a senatorial investigation relative
to alleged acts and conduct of Hon. HuEy P. Long, a Senator
from the State of Louisiana, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. COPELAND presented a petition of several citizens
of Binghamton, N.Y., praying that Congress do not adjourn
until action has been taken for the relief of veterans with
service-connected disabilities, which was referred to the
Committee on Finance.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the New York
State Department, Disabled American Veterans of the World
War, in convention assembled at Niagara Falls, N.Y., favor-
ing the carrying out by the Government of statements of
Federal officials “ that battle casualties and direct service-
connected cases under the old World War Veterans' Act will
be cared for under the new act by extending, through Presi-
dential proclamation, date of stop payment under the new
act from July 1, 1933, to January 1, 1934, as this would be

the only way whereby justice can be done ”, ete., which were
referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented resolutions adopted by Lincoln Couneil,
No. 51, of Jamestown, and Dolly Madison Council, No. 116, of
Brooklyn, of the Sons and Daughters of Liberty, in the State
of New York, favoring the prompt passage of the so-called
“Dies bill” fixing a quota pertaining to the admission of
alien immigrants to the United States, which were referred
to the Committee on Immigration.

He also presenfed a resolution adopted by the National
Council of the Steuben Society of America, at Baltimore,
Md., favoring a study of “ the effects of the Sherman anti-
trust law and the Clayton Acts on business in general, to the
end that these statutes, in our opinion injurious to the com-
mon welfare of our communities, be corrected, changed, or
amended ”, which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

He also presented a resolution adopted by Joseph A. Wynn
Post, No. 260, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States,
of Brooklyn, N.Y., protesting against the curtailment or
abolishment of compulsory military training of young men in
colleges and high schools, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Erie County
Committee of the American Legion, Buffalo, N.Y., endorsing
any act of the President to safeguard the peace of the world
and preserve the honor of the country without entangling
alliances, and favoring the adoption of a system of universal
draft and conscription of all the country’s resources and
industries, as well as man power, in the event of war, etc.,
which were referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Schenectady
County (N.¥.) Clearing House Association, favoring the
adoption of measures to eliminate the competition of the
Postal Savings System with banks and other business, more
especially by the cessation of payment of interest to de-
positors, which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads.

PROTESTS AGAINST RECOGNITION OF SOVIET GOVERNMENT OF RUSSIA

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I present and ask to be
printed in full in the CowcrEsstonalL REecorp and appro-
priately referred copy of a telegram sent to the President of
the United States as follows:

Bessie P, Edwards Post, No. 264, the American Legion, Boston,
comprising 150 women World War veterans, records itself as vig-
orously opposed to recognition of Soviet Russia by United States,
and respectfully solicits consideration of this opposition.

ALICE E. CAREY, Commander.

Similar telegrams were sent to the President by the fol-
lowing organizations of Massachusetts, whose total member-
ship, as indicated, numbers 834,070:

Massachusetts Department, American Federation of Labor. 250, 000
Massachusetts Department, American Legion_ . ____

Massachusetts Department, Veterans of Foreign Wars__._ 20, 000
Enights of Columbus (Massachusetts) 53, 000
Massachusetts Catholic Order of Foresters_ ..« ____ 60, 000
National Yeomen (F.) (Massachusetts)_ _____ . _____ 1, 000
League of Catholic Women . __.________ . 400, 000
Spanish War Veterans Auxiliary (Massachusetts) . ____ 3, 600
Kearsale Naval Auxiliary (Massachusetts)_______________ 100
Daughters of the Union Veterans (Massachusetts) __.._._.__ 3, 200
Bessie Edwards (Mrs. Clarence R.) Legion Post, No. 264__ 170

Total 834, 070

The VICE PRESIDENT. The telegram will be referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY

Mr. KENDRICK (for Mr. Smrrr), from the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, to which was referred the bill
(H.R. 4812) to promote the foreign trade of the United
States in apples and/or pears, to protect the reputation of
American-grown apples and pears in foreign markets, to
prevent deception or misrepresentation as to the quality
of such products moving in foreign commerce, to provide for
the commercial inspection of such products entering such
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commerce, and for other purposes, reported it with amend-
ments and submitted a report (MNo. 105) thereon.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that on June 1, 1933, that committee presented to
the President of the United States the enrolled joint resolu-
tion (S.JRes. 48) authorizing the Secretary of War to receive
for instruction at the United States Military Academy at
West Point, Posheng Yen, a citizen of China.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BRATTON:

A bill (S. 1816) granting a pension to Margaret Griffin;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McNARY:

A bill (S. 1817) granting a penslon to Fred Burns; to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. JOHNSON:

A bill (S. 1818) for the relief of W. P. Fuller & Co.; to the
Committee on Claims.

A bill (S. 1819) to extend the provisions of the act entitled
“An act to extend the period of time during which final
proof may be offered by homestead enirymen”, approved
May 13, 1932, to desert-land entrymen, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys.

By Mr. KING:

A bill (8. 1820) to amend the Code of Law for the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. COSTIGAN, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. BRATTON, Mr.
CUTTING, Mr. SHEPPARD, and Mr. CONNALLY:

A bill (8. 1821) authorizing the construction of a channel
for the drainage of the closed basin of the San Luis Valley
in Colorado, authoerizing an investigation relating to the con-
struction of a reservoir in connection with such channel,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Irrigation and
Reclamation.

AMENDMENTS TO INDUSTRIAL-CONTROL AND PUBLIC-WORKS BILL

Mr. POPE and Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas each sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be proposed by them,
respectively, to House bhill 5755, the so-called “ industrial-
control and public-works bill ”, which were referred to the
Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed.

Mr. WALSH. I ask that a number of amendments in-
tended to be proposed by me to title I of House bill 5755,
the national industrial recovery bill, with an explanation of
the amendments, be printed, printed in the REecorp, and
referred to the Committee on Finance.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, that order
will be made.

The amendments and explanation are as follows:

AMENDMENTS INTENDED TO BE PROPOSED BY MR. Warsy To Trmie I
OF NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL RECOVERY Brur, HR. 5755

Amendments suggested to reconcile discrepancies, correct omis-
sions, and clarify certain provisions

AMENDMENT NO. 1

Page 8, line 3, after the word “ joining ”, insert a comma, fol-

lowed by the following words: “ organizing or assisting.”
EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 1

The major purpose of this bill is to restore employment and
maintain purchasing power. The most lmportant safeguard for
the maintenance of purchasing power is the preservauon of labar's
right of collective b . BSection 7 (a) has been properly
inserted for the provision of this safeguard.

The right of collective bargaining cannot be assured without
the abolition of “yellow dog” contracts, and subsection (2) of
section 7 (a) is addressed to this aim. * Yellow dog contracts
not only prohibit employees from jolning labor organizations but
often prohibit them from organizing their fellow employees and
prohibit them from doing anything which might tend to lend
assistance to any labor organization. Subsection (2) should there-
fore be amplified to include agreements which compel employees
to refrain from organizing or assisting labor organizations.

AMENDMENT NO. 2

Page 8, line 13, strike out the word * working ", and after the
word “ conditions " strike out the comma and insert the words *“ of
employment.” Line 21, strike out the word “ working*, and on
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line 22, after the word " conditions”, insert the words “of em-

ployment.” Page 9, line 3, strike out the word “ working ", and

after the word * conditions " insert the words " of employment.”
EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 2

On page 8 the expression “working conditions™ s used four
times. * Working conditions " might be construed as limited to
physical conditions within a factory. *“ Conditions of employ-
ment " is a much broader phrase and might include the problem
of night labor by women and children and other employment
restrictions as well as the physical condition of the factory.

AMENDMENT NO. 3

Page 4, strike out lines 12 to 14.

Page 6, strike onttheportlono!l!nea after the word *law " and
strike out lines 9 to 14, inclusive.

Page 10, strike out the portion of line 5 after the word “ compe-
tition " and strike out all of lines 6 and 7.

. Page 10, after line 12, insert a new section, to be numbered 10,
as follows:

“Sec. 10. Any person who violates any provision of this title, or
who viclates any provision of any code of fair competition approved
under this title, or who violates any agreement entered into or
approved under this title, or who carries on any business without
a license required under this title or after such license shall have
been canceled, or who violates the conditions of any license, or
who viclates any rule or regulation prescribed under this title,
shall be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned not more than 6
months, or both, and each day any such violation continues shall
be deemed a separate offense.”

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 3

Sections 3 (b), 4 (b), and 9 (a) provide varying forms of penal-
ties, while section 4 (s) does not provide any penalty for the

viclation of an agreem

It Lssuggest.edt.hata.ll pena.ltles be made uniform and that they
cover violations of agreements as well as all codes, licenses, rules,
and regulations.

AMENDMENT NO. 4

Page 4, strike out lines 15 to 21, inclusive, and on line 21
change “(d)" fo “(c)".

Page 10, insert a new sectlon, to be numbered 11, as follows:

“8rc. 11, The several district courts of the United States are
hereby invested with jurisdiction to prevent and restrain viola-
tions of the provisions of this title, and violations of any code of
fair competition approved under this title, and viclations of any
agreement entered into or approved under this title, and the
carrying on of any business without a license required under this
title or after a cancelation of any such license, and violations of
the conditions of any license, and violations of any rule or regu-
lation prescribed under this title; and it shall be the duty of the
several district attorneys of the United States, In their respective
districts, under the direction of the Attorney General, to institute
proceedings in equity to prevent and restrain such violations.”

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 4

Section 3 (c) provides for injunctive relief for violation of a
code, but no injunctive relief is provided for other viclations. It
is suggested that injunctive rellef apply to all violations.

AMENDMENT NO. 5

Page 6, strike out all of lines 4 and 5 and the first four words
of line 6, concluding with the word * thereof.”
Page 10, line 8, after the word *“ cancel ", insert a comma, fol-
lowed by the words “ revoke, suspend.” -
EXPFLANATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 5

Page 6, lines 4 to 6 authorize the President to suspend or revoke
any license after notice and hearing. This contradicts section 9
(b), on page 10, which authorizes the President to cancel or
modify any license. It seems as though the latter provision of
section 9 (b) supersedes the former provisicn on page 6, which is
part of section 4 (b).

AMENDMENT NO. 6

Page 6, strike out the last five words of line 6 beginning with
“any ", all of line 7, and the first three words of line 8, conclud-
ing with “law.”

Page 10, line 10, after the word * title", strike out the semi-
colon and insert a comma followed by the following words: “, and
any such action of the President as well as any other action of
the President pursuant to this title shall be final.”

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 8

On page 6, the second half of line 6, all of line 7, and the first
three words of line 8 provide that an order of the President re-
voking a license shall be final. This might be more properly
inserted in section 9 (b) to cover all acts of the President.

AMENDMENT NO. 7

Page 10, line 5, after the word “ competition”, strike out the

comma and insert the words “ and agreements.”
EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 7

Section 9 (a) authorizes the President to prescribe fees for
licenses and for filing codes of fair competition. He should also
be authorized to prescribe fees for filing voluntary agreements
under section 4 (a).

AMENDMENT NO. 8

Page 9, strike out line 14 and insert the following: " any indi-
vidual, firm, partnership, company, association, joint-stock asso-
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ciation, trust and corporation, and any assignee for the benefit of
creditors, committee, receiver, orﬁ'uxbeeopemﬁnganybuﬂneu.
andeveryotherpermn,mmmlormm engaged in
merce.’

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 8

Section 7 (d) defines the word * person.” This definition might
be amplified.

ALLOCATION OF HIGHWAY FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC WORKS BILL

Mr. WALSH. I ask unanimous consent fo have printed
in the REcorp a lefter addressed to me from A. W, Brandt,
State Highway Commissioner of New York. This letter is
relative to the allocation of highway funds under section 204
of the public works bill. It contains a tabulation showing
the amount that will be allotted to each of the States under
the different methods of allocation. It favors the provisions
contained in the House bill dealing with this subject.

I ask that the lefter and table may be printed in the
ConcgreEssioNAL REcorp and referred to the Committee on
Finance.

Fhere being no objection, the letter and table were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp and referred to the Comm_lttee
on Finance, as follows:

WasHEINGTON, D.C., May 29, 1933.
Hon. Davio I. WaLsH,
United States Senate.

My DEar SEnatoR Warsm: I am attaching hereto a copy of a
letter written to Senator HarmisoN, Chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, of which you are also a member, relative to the
allocation of highway funds under section 204 of the public
works bill. I am also attaching a copy of the tabulation show-
ing the amount of money per capita by States under this $400,-
000,000 allocation, the amount per gainful worker, and the
amount per unemployed worker, if the money is allocated under
the Federal Highway Act only. Column 4 shows the amount per
unemployed worker by States in case the money is allotted—
three quarters on the basis of the Federal Highway Act, and
one quarter on the basis of population.

Inasmuch as your State is one of those that will lose heavily
in case the allocation in the fourth column as passed by the
House is not followed, I am sure you will resist all efforts in the
Finance Committee to change the allocation.

Very truly yours,

A. W. BranDT,
State Highway Commissioner, New York State.

P.B8—The loss to your State in case the three-fourths, one-
fourth allocation is not maintained will be $2,037,300.

May 29, 1933.
Hon. PAT HARRISON,
United States Senate.

My Dear Senaror Hareisonw: The House when it passed the
public works bill provided that the $400,000,000 authorized under
section 204 should be allocated to the States, three fourths on
the basis of the Federal Highway Act and one fourth on the basls
of population. This method of allocation was endorsed by a sub-

_committee representing the executive committee of the American
Association of Btate Highway Officials. It was accepted by the
dent and included in the bill transmitted to Congress. Coples
of bill were sent to all State highway officials, and not one
protest against the method of allocation has been received.

The American Assoclation of State Highway Officials realizes
that this is not in the strict sense of the word a public works
bill, but is an emergency relief measure, and that more consid-
eration than the Federal Highway Act provides should be given
to the unemployed in each State.

1 am attaching hereto several copies of a tabulation showing
the amount per capita by States that this $400,000,000 provides
as well as the amount per gainful worker and the amount per
unemployed worker under the provisions of the Federal Highway
Act. You will notice that the State of Massachusetts recelves
$7.69 for each unemployed worker under the provisions of the
Federal Highway Act, while the State of Nevada receives $362.24
for each unemployed worker, nearly fifty times as much. Cer-
tainly there is nothing equitable in the way of relief in any
such allocation as that. The fourth column of this tabulation
shows the amount that each unemployed worker receives on
the basis of three fourths of the money allocation under the Fed-
eral Highway Act and one fourth on the basis of population.
That is by no means an equitable distribution; that is, the
State of Massachusetts will only receive £10.42 per unemployed
worker, while the State of Nevada receives $276.80 per unemployed
worker.

As a8 member of the committee representing the State high-
way officlals, I urge that your committee oppose any effort to
change the allocation in the bill as passed by the House. I am
sure by looking over this tabulation the members of your com-
mittee will agree that the sparsely settled States are being treated
more than fairly, and that if there is any just grievance it is in
the States which are densely populated, where the intensity of
unemployment is the greatest.
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I am also a hereto a chart showing the Intensity of
unemployment in each State.

Very truly yours,
A, W. BranpT,

For the Commitiee Representing American
Association of State Highway Officials.

Ap onment of $400,000,000 on | Am
the basis of sec. 21 of the Federal s
Highway Act plo
worker;
apportion-
ment on
basis of
o, Amiunt | o o
moun , sec. 21,
A" P | PRoeST | Tl
per capl Dloy ighwa,
Worke worker | Act, o
one qoarter
on popu-
lation
Alabama. 8.2 $8.31 $50. 63 $50. 81
Arizona, 13.47. 35. 51 123.82 100. 36
Arkansas i 3.7 10. 49 T8.61 75.92
California. 274 f.22 16, 42 17.20
Colarado .4 18.69 40.02 42,26
C ticut 1.62 3. 11.29 14.16
Delaware. . - e .. 8.39 20.39 107.53 91.09
Florida 3.60 9.04 27.28 26,47
Georgia 3. 58 8. 06 51.95 50. 80
Idaho 11.28 30. 95 134. 58 110. 66
Dlinois a2 5.33 12. 96 1447
Indiana 3.15 8.15 26. 18 26. 41
Iowa 428 11.58 69.32 B5. 20
Kansas 579 15. 68 B2 26 7.2
Kentocky 2,89 8.32 38.67 30.92
R R e e i 27 7.13 2871 29,98
Maine. .. 4.46 11.53 86.37 33.02
T e DA e LA SRR 208 5.05 22.63 25.83
M husetts_ 1.35 3.15 7.69 10.42
Michigan_ 260 6. 54 13.78 14. 66
Mi a 438 11,31 30.78 7. 24
Mississippi 3.58 8.52 9161 80. 55
M issourl 3.45 8. 58 31.38 30. 06
Montana 15. 66 38.83 119. 90 96,17
Nebraska_ 6. 16 16.73 85. 60 75. 53
N TR el 57.68 122. 44 302 24 276. 80
New Hampshire. . 430 10.38 3.17 3L17
New Jersey...--.. 1L.37 33 8.58 1L 56
New Mexico.. ... 15 48 45.85 193. 26 155, 13
New York._ . _.__ 1.60 3. 06 10. 06 12.66
North Carolina 304 844 46. 67 47.53
North Dakota 9.46 26. 83 160. 76 134, 41
Ohio 225 572 15,09 16. 79
4.02 1163 1 44,93 42 82
7.00 16. 29 4.7 37.56
182 tnl 12.65 15.15
291 6.73 12.54 1202
Bouth Carolina 320 8.08 57.10 57.39
Scuth Dakota 0. 64 26.98 284,34 a1.9
T 332 9.06 60. 10 50.83
iy v i a | Pl D s LMD | o] 4.30 1L 58 | 52.04 40, 54
D e ] 9.16 27.38 | 89, 61 75,19
Vermont 5.58 1416 | 51.02 45.74
R e s 3.11 8.54 43.72 4.7
Washingt 4.00 9.63 2851 27.06
West Vieglata, o0 oc i 2 55 7.74 | 29,86 3.9
i H 3.39 8.83 32 95 32 63
Wyoming 2.7 B55. 65 203, 10 159. 60
Hawaii 5.43 0] M 0]
Average- - 3.2 82 I 26. 84 | 26,84
1 Data not available.
PAYMENTS FROM THE TREASURY UNDER THE SETTLEMENT OF WAR

CLAIMS ACT
Mr. COPELAND submitted the following resolution (S.Res.
91), which was referred to the Committee on Finance:

‘Whereas Germany has exercised certain of the rights conferred
by the agreement of June 23, 1930, between the United States and
Germany permitting the suspension of payments by Germany of
the sums payable under that agreement on account of awards of
the Mixed Claims Commission, and no such payments have been
made under the agreement since March 31, 1931, and suspensions
of payments by Germany under the terms of that agreement with-
out the consent of the United States are permitted for a period
not exceeding 21, years from the date of suspension of payment;
and

Whereas the Treaty of Berlin of August 25, 1921, provided that
*all property of the Imperial German Government, *
of all German nationals, which was, on April 6, 1917, in or ha.a
slnce that date come into the possession or under the control of,
or has been the subject of a demand by the United States of
America or of any of its officers, agents, or employees, from any
source or by any agency whatsoever, * * * sghall be retained
by the Unlted States of America and no disposition thereof
made, * * * until such time as the Imperial German Gov-
ernment * * * or their successor or successors, shall
have * * * made sultable provision for the satisfaction of all
claims against saild Government * * * of all persons, where-
soever domiciled who owe permanent allegiance to the United
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Btates of America and who have suffered, through the acts of the

Imperial German Government, or its agents, * * * loss, dam-~
age, or injury to their persons, or property, directly or indirectly ";
and

Whereas the Settlement of War Claims Act of 1928 was enacted
upon the understanding by the Congress that sultable provision
would be made for all claims against Germany of American
nationals who have suffered through acts of Germany, or its
agents, loss, damage, or Injury to their persons or property, in
accordance with the provisions of the Treaty of Berlin, and would
be paid out of the German special deposit account in the Treasury
of the United States which was created by sald act; and

Whereas there are on file in the Department of State unadju-
dicated claims against Germany of more than 3,000 American na-
tionals who have suffered loss, damage, and injury to their per-
sons and property, principally as a result of Germany's submarine
warfare; and

Whereas the full amount of all of the principal of awards of
the Mixed Claims Commission heretofore entered has already been
pald by the Secretary of the Treasury under the provislons of the
Settlement of War Claims Act of 1928, as well as the full amount
of interest on the smaller awards of less than $100,000 and certain
payments to German nationals; and there {s no requirement by
law for payment by the Secretary of the Treasury of further
amounts under the Settlement of War Claims Act of 1928 prior
to the completion of the work of the Mixed Clalms Commission;
and

Whereas the Secretary of the Treasury, before the Congress
again convenes, before suitable provision has been made for the
adjudication and payment of the claims of American nationals
against Germany now on file in the Department of State, and be-
fore the German Government resumes its payments under the
agreement of June 23, 1930, may make further payments out of
the German deposit fund, including payments to German
nationals which will inure to the benefit of Germany: Therefore
be it

Resolved, That it is the opinion of the Senate that the Secre-
tary of the Treasury should not make further payments out of
the funds in the Treasury under the Settlement of War Claims
Act, or release any of the bonds of Germany now held in the
Treasury of the United States pursuant to the terms of the agree-
ment between Germany and the United States signed June 23,
1930, until suitable provision shall have been made by Germany
for the adjudication and payment of all the claims of American
nationals now on file in the Department of State; and, further-
more, that the Secretary of State should not consent to the dis-
continuance of the work of the Mixed Claims Commission until
suitable provision has been made and consented to by the Gov-
ernment of Germany for the full ascertainment of Germany's
lability to the United States under the treaty of Berlin with re-
spect to all claims of American nationals now on file in the De-
partment of State, and until the discontinuance of the labors of
the Mixed Claims Commission shall have been approved by the
Congress of the United States.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr, Hal-
tigan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed
a bill (HR. 5239) to extend the provisions of the act en-
titled “An act to extend the period of time during which
final proof may be offered by homestead entrymen”, ap-
proved May 13, 1932, to desert-land entrymen, and for other
purposes, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the House had passed
the bill (S. 510) to provide for the establishment of a na-
tional employment system, and for cooperation with the
States in the promotion of such system, and for other pur-
poses, with amendments in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate.

PURCHASE OF PREFERRED STOCK AND BONDS OF INSURANCE
COMPANIES—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. FLETCHER submitted the following report, which

was ordered to lie on the table:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill
(S. 1094) to provide for the purchase by the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation of the preferred stock and/or bonds
and/or debentures of insurance companies, having met, after
full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its amendment numbered 6.

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the House numbered 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, 11, and
12, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 1: That the Senate recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the House numbered 1,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
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lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the House
amendment insert: “The total face amount of loans out-
standing, preferred stock subscribed for, and capital notes
purchased and held by the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion, under the provisions of this section and section 2, shall
not exceed at any one time $50,000,000, and the amount of
notes, bonds, debentures, and other such obligations which
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation is authorized and
empowered to issue and to have outstanding at any one time
under existing law is hereby increased by an amount suffi-
cient to carry out the provisions of this section and section
2" and a period; and the House agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 5: That the Senate recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the House numbered
5, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the House
amendment insert “The Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion shall not subscribe for or purchase any preferred stock
or capifal notes of any applicant insurance company, (1)
until the applicant shows to the satisfaction of the Corpo-
ration that it has unimpaired capital stock, or that it will
furnish new capital which will be subordinate to the pre-
ferred stock or capital notes to be subscribed for or pur-
chased by the Corporation, equal to the amount of said pre-
ferred stock or capital notes so subscribed for or purchased
by the Corporation: Provided, That the Corporation may
make loans upon said preferred stock or capital notes, if,
in its opinion, such loans will be adequately secured by said
stock or capital notes, and/or such other forms of security
as the Corporation may require ”; and on page 3, line 13,
of the Senate bill, strike out “acceptance” and insert in
lieu thereof “loan ”; and the House agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 9: That the Senate recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the House numbered
9, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
On page 6, line 16, of the Senate bill, after the period, in-
sert quotation marks; and the House agree to the same.
That the title of the bill be amended to read as follows:
“An act to authorize the Reconstruction Finance Corpora=-
tion to subscribe for preferred stock and purchase the capi-
tal notes of insurance companies, and for other purposes.”
Duncan U. FLETCHER,
ALBEN W. BARKLEY,
R. R. REYNOLDS,
James CoOUZENS,
Hammiton F. KEaN,
Managers on the part of the Senate.
H. B. STEAGALL,
T. AraN GOLDSBORCUGH,
RoBeErT LUCE,
Managers on the part of the House.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (HR. 5239) to extend the provisions of the act
entitled “An act to extend the period of time during which
final proof may be offered by homestead entrymen”, ap-
proved May 13, 1932, to desert-land entrymen, and for other
purposes, was read ftwice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys.

¥ 4 ‘ESTABLISBMENT OF NATIONAL EMPLOYMENT SYSTEM

to provide for the establishment of a national employment
system and for cooperation with the States in the promo-
tion of such system, and for other purposes, which were on
page 2, line 10, after “ compensation ”, to strike out all down
to and including “ act ” in line 15; on page 2, line 16, after
“ authorized ”, to strike out “ in accordance with ” and insert
“ without regard to”; on page 2, line 17, after “and”, to
strike out “in accordance with” and insert “ without re- |
gard to"”; on page 2, line 24, after “ act ”, to insert “ In case
of appointments for service in the veterans’ employment
service provided for in section 3 of this act, the Secretary
shall appoint only veterans of wars of the United States.”:
on page 3, line 4, after “ occupations ”, to insert “ to main-
tain a veterans’ service to be devoted to securing employment
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would agree to prevent an overproduction that would result in:

for veterans ”; on page 3, line 6, after “ Columbia ”, to strike
out all down to and including “ veterans ” in line 8; on page
3, line 11, after “ thereof ”, to insert “in which there shall
be located a veterans’ employment service”; on page 3, line
22, after “the”, to strike out * Territory of Hawaii ” and
insert *“ Territories of Hawaii and Alaska ”; on page 4, line
4, after “act”, to strike out the remainder of the para-
graph; on page 9, after line 4, to insert:

8ec. 10. During the current fiscal year and the two succeeding
fiscal years the director is authorized to expend in any State so
much of the sum apportioned to such State according to popula-
tion, and so much of the unapportioned balance of the appro-
priation made under the provisions of section 5 as he may deem

, a8 follows:

(a) In States where there is no State system of public employ-
ment offices, in establishing and maintaining a system of public
employment officers under the control of the director.

(b) In States where there is a SBtate system of public employ-
ment offices, but where the State has not complied with the pro-
visions of section 4, in establishing a cooperative Federal and
State system of public employment offices to be maintained by
such officer or board and in such manner as may be agreed upon
by and between the Governor of the State and the director.

The authority contalned in this section shall terminate at the
expiration of the specified in the first paragraph of this
section, and thereafter no assistance shall be rendered such States
until the legislatures thereof provide for cooperation with the
United States Employment Service as provided in section 4 of this
act.

On page 9, line 5, to strike out “10” and insert “117”;
on page 10, line 3, to strike out “ 11 ” and insert “ 12"; and
on page 10, line 7, to strike out “ 12 ” and insert “ 13.”

Mr. WAGNER. I move that the Senate concur in the
amendments of the House.

The motion was agreed to.

UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the REecorp a statement by Mr. Adam
Kessler, Jr., of N. W. Ayer & Son, of Philadelphia, relative
to unfair trade practices.

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Masses must earn before they can spend.

Masses must be employed at fair wages before they earn.

Manufacturers must see the opportunity to profitably produce
before they will employ.

When masses have not buying power, trading instinct cries for
lower prices. Then destructive operations start and continue
until there is no profit for a manufacturer, little if any profit for
wholesalers and retailers, and the result is production of inferior,
misrepresented merchandise produced with underpaid labor to
keep within a so-called " buyers' market.”

The unscrupulous buyer grinds away and away until honest
businesses are forced to close, more people are thrown out of
employment, and there is no profit for the legitimate channels of
trade with a continued decimation of these forces. Thus we go
from bad to worse, finding ourselves in the hands of the selfish,
unscrupulous manufacturers, wholesalers, and retailers—always
destroying, never creating except for their few selves at the ex-
pense of the masses—and so parasite destroys parasite.

The destruction of production forces and trade channels must
stop and construction must begin. Inventories are depleted—an
excellent point from which to start. They will be replenished
when confidence is restored through an appreciation that honest
goods can be sold at an honest price, giving a living to the han-
dlers and a value to the buyers, as well as a profit to the manu-
facturer. By this reaction the wholesaler benefits as do the hon-
est factors in production, their workers, those from whom they
in turn buy supplies, and in turn their workers, until we come to
the labor and raw-material basis of each and every manufacturing
fabrication.

Until the unscrupulous manufacturers and tradesmen are con-
trolled they will continue their devastating practices. As Presi-
dent Roosevelt so ably said in his speech on Sunday night, May
7, in speaking of further legislation:

“ Well-considered and conservative measures will likewise be
proposed, which will attempt to give to the industrial workers of
the country & more fair wage upturn, prevent cutthroat competi-
tion and unduly long hours for labor, and at the same time to
encourage each industry to prevent overproduction.”

He further told us:

“We cannot ballyhoo ourselves back to prosperity.”

And in speaking further on the bad practices that conditions
have developed, he said:

“Let me illustrate with an example. Take the cotton-goods
industry. It is probably true that 80 percent of the cotton manu-
facturers would agree to eliminate starvation wages, would agree
to stop long hours of employment, would agree to stop child labar,

unsalable surpluses.

“But what good is such an agreement if the other 10 percent
of cofton manufacturers pay starvation wages, require leng hours,
e:lnplog children in, their mills, and turn out burdensome sur-
pluses :

“ The unfair 10 percent could produce goods so cheaply that the
fair 80 percent would be compelled to meet the unfair conditions,
Here 1s where government comes in. Government ought to have
the right, and will have the right, after surveying and planning
for an industry, to prevent, with the assistance of the overwhelm-
ing majority of that Industry, unfair practice and to enforce this
agreement by the authority of Government.”

In speaking of the antitrust laws he said:

“e ® ¢ but these laws were never intended to encourage
the kind of unfair competition that results in long hours, starva-
tion wages, and overproduction.

“The same principle applies to farm products and to transporta-
tion and every other fleld of organized private industry.”

Control the 10 percent or give the other 90 percent the power
to control them and there will have been taken one of the
tuﬁﬂargental steps of rehabilitation.

oW

Honest manufacturers have for years placed their names on
the merchandise they have produced—that is, where it was prac-
tical to do so—and we have seen these names appear on many
articles where in previous years we did not believe it practical.
An honest man will not only sell his name with his goods as
a mark of identification and guaranty of value but will invest,
and has invested, part of his profits that people may know of
same for their own protection in their safe buying of mer-
chandise.

When a man sells his name on his merchandise, he is selling
something more than a mere fabricated commeodity. He is selling
a part of his capital investment, the skill and livelihood of men
and women he has trained in his business and who are gainfully
employed.

He should be equally insured with all these people he employs,
directly and indirectly, by being permitted to participate in the
life and trade of this Nation, free from the ravages of the un-
scrupulous, destructive factors that have so imperiled the liveli-
hood of our millions of workers.

Production cannot and must not be divorced from distribution.
Correction and control must carry down to the very doorsteps of
the smallest retail establishment, the community market, and the
sidewalk merchant because, first, many manufacturers have fos-
tered the cut-price movement by selling their merchandise at
a differential to selected buyers, enabling this class to sell to
the consumer at a price that the same manufacturer would sell
the same article to many thousands of merchants who may not
be classified in the group of selected buyers; second, the retailers
and wholesalers falling in this latter class have been forced, In
an effort to protect themselves, into forming almost every char-
acter of association. Their intentions have been good but the
results not particularly beneficial.

The law says in a broad way that you cannot take another
man’s life by premeditation. Here we have a practice which, in
the guise of benefits to the masses, is in itself insidious, vicious,
torturingly destructive, and equally deadly.

Therefore, if the honest manufacturers are permitted by law
to name the consumer price on their merchandise, with equal
regulatory control over the channels of distribution through
wholesaler and retailer, then there would be formed the first im-
portant step in correcting this great existing evil.

This does not mean that, in a given industry, and let us use
for illustration here the food industry, all branches should be
on the same percentage basis above a given plane, nor does it
mean that every manufacturer in any one branch of this industry
should be on a given percentage basis above a given plane. But
it does mean that every manufacturer would have a right to set
a minimum wholesale, retail, and consumer price on the product
he produces and that that price would be officially registered, that
he could not depart from this minimum price without proper
record and consent, that anyone departing from this list of mini-
mum prices in their particular functioning in the channel of
distribution would be gullty of violation of the law, subject to
confiscation of property, fine, and imprisonment.

“ Minimum price ” is used here rather than a definite price for
the reason that we must recognize that certain variations of price
within reasonable limits are fair and permissible on the basis of
service and nonservice distributive organizations. However, as
an {llustration, the price that an article is sold for by a corner
grocery store and the price the same article is sold for by a cash-
and-carry store in the grocery field should be such that the
minimum price so regulated would not be more than 10 percent
less than the basic list price at which the corner grocery would
sell, this differential not to exist however in the wholesale chan-
nels but only in the retail flield. Such an arrangement would
still return a fair profit to all classes of retailers in relation to
turn-over and volume.

There is another factor in the channels of distribution that has
contributed chaos and destruction in the retail selling field.

Chain stores in their early beginning developed in the 5-cent
and 10-cent field, or what may be known as the “ novelty field ",
then rapidly spread into groceries, tobacco, meats, efc.

In the course of this development and in the desire to corral
business on an unfair basis, grocery stores expanded to include
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meats and green goods and candy, and have even gone so far in
many cases as to sell housefurnishings.

In the drug field they have departed from drugs and the imme-
diate allled articles of that trade until the vast majority of drug
stores are unrecognizable tcd.ay. having largely the semblance of
lunch rooms and novelty stores.

There is correction needed m this retail scheme of distribution
providing that a man in the drug business confine his selling to
drugs and those things definitely allied with them, that a chain
in the tobacco field should confine itself to tobacco products and
those things definitely allied with them, in the grocery fleld the
same thing, likewise in the meat field, and in the green-goods
field, and so on. Likewise there should be a clear definition as
to the departmentalization of department stores and that group
of stores that fall into the classification known as the “ 5-cent,
10-cent, 25-cent, and $1 stores.”

Retall-trade activities definitely prescribed and regulated along
these lines, together with price control on the part of manufac-
turers who elect to apply same on the goods they produce, would
glve a method under which honest retailing would be conducted,
yielding a fair living to those participating. As the situation
exists today, they operate at a loss and in distress through the
unfalr and greedy practices of those who have been able to corral
capital, take advantage of distress merchandise, and thereby oper-
ate a destructive scheme of selling.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H.R.
5389) making appropriations for the Executive Office and
sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, and for
other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Will the Senate
suspend rule XVI for the purpose of considering the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Florida?

Mr. TRAMMEILI. Mr. President, I want to take just a
little time to explain my amendment. When we had the
matter up yesterday I believe there were not more than 30
Senators present.

The amendment which I propose to offer, if the rule is
suspended, is one that provides that service-connected vet-
erans and pensioners shall not have their compensation re-
duced in excess of 15 percent. Another important provision
of the amendment, as I conceive it to be, is that where a
veteran is already upon the roll as a service-connected case
drawing compensation or is on thé roll as a pensioner, his
case having once been thoroughly considered and a decision
reached that he was entitled to the compensation or the
pension, in any effort thereafter to review that case, the
object being to bring about some reduction, the law should
require that the burden of proof be upon the Government.
If the Government seeks either to reduce or take away from
the veteran an allowance which has previously been made
to him upon the record furnished, after deliberate con-
sideration by the Veterans' Administration, then the neces-
sity for proof should rest upon the Government. I added
that feature to the amendment because in reading the regu-
lations, in some respects at least, I have been impressed
that the effort on the part of the Veterans’ Administration
is to require a veteran to furnish proof himself for the
purpose of reestablishing his claim, which I think is an
absurd and ridiculous proceeding after the former decision
had been rendered and he is already upon the rolls.

I mentioned yesterday, and I repeat, that the President,
in his generosity and spirit of fairness, so the regulations
state, advised the Veterans’ Administration that in the cases
of Spanish-American War veterans it would be difficult for
them af this late day to furnish additional evidence to estab-
lish service connection, and that he therefore believes they
should remain upon the roll as presumptive service-con-
nected cases. Of course, that policy is absolutely correct, in
my opinion. The Veterans’ Administration in carrying out
those regulations refers to this generous and righteous
policy of our good President, but in addition to that they
call upon the veterans to send proof to establish their serv-
ice connection. We know what will be the consequence. In
a very large majority of cases, the Spanish-American War
having taken place 35 years ago, the veteran receiving a
questionnaire will find that many of his witnesses are dead
and gone. There were poor and very inadequate records
kept during the Spanish-American War, as we all know who
have given any consideration to the matter. All the veteran
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can do is to send back the questionnaire with very little
information upon it except his own statement as to service
connection. That reaches the Veterans’ Administration and
they say at once that the man has disproved his own case
and removed the right of presumption of service connection
which the President had declared would be a just policy in
dealing with cases of that kind.

All through the regulations and questionnaire in regard
to other features of the law there runs a similar effort to
entrap the veteran on account of absence of additional
proof and to get him in a position whereby the Veterans’
Administration, upon a man’s own statement, can declare
that his is not a service-connected case.

Another 'very unreasonable feature is that they ask the
veteran to give proof of the time of the inception of the
case. The average veteran that might be stricken with
tuberculosis and many other diseases cannot tell just when
it began. Unless it is an injury or wound, he is unable to
give any definite information. I dare say the average ca-
pable physician, when he diagnoses a case and finds tuber-
culosis or some other severe disease, could not tell what the
causes were or when they occurred definitely. They could
only give an approximate idea. Yet the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration seeks information of that character, which in my
opinion is an unfriendly thrust toward the veterans and
another effort to get an advantage of them in reviewing the
cases.

I have been impressed, upon the information which I have
received from time fo time from veterans, which in many
instances has been corroborated by the records in the Vet-
erans’ Administration, that there are hundreds and thou-
sands of service-connected cases where the veteran is being
mistreated and where his compensation has been reduced
by an unreasonable percentaze. My own records disclose
reductions ranging from 30 percent to as high as 70 per-
cent. The reductions approximating 70 percent mostly ap-
ply either to the blind or the bedridden or to veterans who
lost a limb. I mentioned some of these instances yesterday.

In this morning’s paper I notice a full page of propa-
ganda addressed to Congress by the American Veterans'
Association, signed by a man named Williams. It is not
signed by any veterans' organization with which we are all
familiar, not signed by a post of the American Legion or by
a post of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, but is signed by
the “American Veferans’ Association.” I have not been able
to ascertain just what that organization is. At any rate, it is
the desire on the part of that organization to persuade
Congress not to correct the abuses which I think every
Senator realizes exists, but to leave the matter an open chap-
ter to be corrected by the Commander in Chief, though, in
fact, of course, we all know the details and planning of
these matters are handled by the Veterans’ Administration
and by Mr, Douglas, Director of the Budget, and not the
President. No one man can serve as President and have the
time to give personal attention to such details.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Florida
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? ~

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. . Is the Senator’s amendment confined ex-
clusively to service-connected cases?

Mr. TRAMMELL. Absolutely.

Mr. WALSH. If does not include presumptive cases?

Mr. TRAMMELL. No; it is confined to service-connected
cases,

Mr. WALSH. The purpose of the amendment is to pro-
hibit the Veterans' Administration from changing the rat-
ings of service-connected disabled veterans by more than a
15-percent reduction?

Mr. TRAMMELL. Not in excess of a 15-percent reduction.
That is the maximum. They can only reduce by not to
exceed 15 percent, under my amendment. That is not an
arbitrary percentage. That percentage is arrived at in view
of the fact that Congress in its wisdom has deemed it
proper to provide a reduction of only 15 percent as applied
to civilian employees. That 15 percent applies as much to
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the $10,000 salary or the $15,000 salary as it does to the
smaller salaries. I take the position that if Congress says
that a man who is receiving a salary of $18,000 per annum—
1 mention that because there is one $18,000 per annum
salary allowed in the very bill we are considering—if Con-
gress takes the position that that man’s salary should be
reduced only 15 percent, it is the height of injustice to
take the position, upon the other hand, that a patriotic vet-
eran who served his country with credit and with loyalty
and devotion should have his compensation of $20, $30, $40,
to $100 reduced more than 15 percent. I cannot find any
justification for saying that the man who receives a salary
of $10,000 shall have his salary reduced only 15 percent,
while the veteran receiving $90 a month, because through
the misfortunes of war he lost his sight completely, shall
have his compensation reduced from $90 a month to $20 a
month.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I have just come into the
Chamber. The Senator was speaking about veterans who
were injured in battle, was he not?

Mr., TRAMMELL. I was referring to service-connected
cases. This amendment does not apply to those that are
not service connected.

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator know that there are
now in Mount Alto Hospital veterans who have lost both
arms, veterans who have lost both legs, men who were gassed
in actual battle and now are suffering from active tubercu-
losis, who, under the operation of the present law, have their
compensation cut one half?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I thank the Senator for mentioning
those cases. I mentioned yesterday a case where one of
these poor fellows was suffering from having been gassed
during the war, and has been confined to hospitals prac-
tically all the time since, and was receiving a compensation
of $100 a month, which, under the order of the Veferans’
Bureau, has been reduced to $23 per month. He is a hos-
pital subject now, and a very pitiful case, according to what
he wrote me—and I believe he wrote me the truth in regard
to the matter.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Florida
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am very much in sympathy with plac-
ing some fixed limitation on the amount of reduction that
can be made in strictly service-connected cases. I think
every Member of the Senate has been absolutely shocked
at individual cases that have been brought to our attention
where men who even today are carrying German bullets in
their bodies have had their compensation cut to as low as
$8 a month; but would not the effect of the Senator’s
amendment as written be to freeze all of the existing
service-connected cases, whether connected by presumption
or otherwise, as well as battle casualties?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I think that even in the presumptive
cases, if the Government sees fit to attack those cases, the
burden of proof should be upon the Government.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am referring to the presumption estab-
lished by statute.

Mr. TRAMMELL. This amendment would not bar them.
As the Senator knows, nearly all the statutes are repealed
by the Economy Act. That is one of the tragedies of this
situation.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; but the Senator’s amendment says
that regardless of any provision of the Economy Act, the
compensation in these cases shall not be reduced more than
10 percent.

Mr. TRAMMELL. But it does not bar the Government
officials from making further inquiry into a case; and if they
make inquiry into the case I do not think there is any law
then that would authorize them to carry a presumptive
case on the rolls if they find that it is merely presumptive.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator’s amendment, though, would
freeze the presumptive cases as of March 20, 1933.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Of course, if the Senator feels that
way about i, he might propose an amendment to cover that
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feature of the matter. I should prefer not having an
amendment of that kind, however. I remember that the
first statute extending presumptions was in regard particu-
larly to cases of tuberculosis. It was believed that where
this disease had made itself so apparent that the doctors
so diagnosed the case within a certain given time after the
war the presumption would be that it had been contracted
during the time of the war. If we do away entirely with
the idea of any presumptive cases, of course we then enable
the Veterans’ Bureau, following out up to the present time
what seems to be a very harsh policy, to strike off a great
many people who probably are justly entitled to compensa-
tion on account of injuries or disease acquired during the
war,

I should much prefer, of course, not to go into any details
about the matter of presumption. I was not thinking par-
ticularly about that, however, when I prepared the amend-
ment. I was thinking principally of trying to retain upon
the rolls those who had service connection without their
compensation being reduced in excess of 15 percent. Of
course, I first placed the percentage at 10 percent instead
of 15, and the amendment will be read in that form; but
I propose to offer a modification to change that to 15 percent.

I do not see how we can possibly, with consistency, au-
thorize a reduction in excess of 15 percent in view of the
record of Congress. There is not anything offensive, there
is not anything objectionable, in placing a limitation upon
the amount of reduction that may be made. Are not the
rights of the soldiers as sacred to Congress and to the
American people as the rights of the civilian employees of
this country? Yet Congress prescribed definitely that the
President should not reduce the salaries of civilian employees
in excess of 15 percent. Are we willing to prescribe defi-
nitely a maximum of reduction which may be made in re-
gard to civilian employees and then refuse to prescribe a
maximum reduction that may be made in soldiers’' com-
pensation?

I cannot see any consistency in a policy of that kind.
Some others may entertain the view that we may treat with
indifference the rights of the soldiers of our country; that
we may not consider that we owe to them the duty of pre-
serving their righteous interests by prescribing a maximum;
but I do not think there is anybody in the Senate who feels
that way. That, however, will be the consequence if the
rules are not suspended and this amendment is not adopted.
The past best tells the story of what we may expect in the
future. The story of the past has been a wholesale, arbi-
trary abuse of reduction of the compensation of the service-
connected veterans. There is ample proof here to show
that.

Do we expect the men who were so heartless and so incon-
siderate of these patriots of our counfry, who have served
the Nation with a fidelity unexcelled by that of the soldiers
of any land, as to promulgate and to put info execution such
orders as they have in the past, to deal very generously with
the veterans in the future?

Unless the President takes the situation in hand himself,
and, through his generous and just spirit, directs definitely
what shall be done, I anticipate that there is not going to
be any very substantial remedy of the critical situation
which exists at the present time, even in regard to the
service-connected cases.

Of course, people have their own ideas as to how they will
administer laws; butf, while I do not like to call names, I
should not expect the different agents in the Veterans’
Administration, nor should I expect those who direct the
Budget Bureau, so completely to face about and change their
hearts of stone, as I see it, as to give any very generous
treatment to our veterans.

It is these circumstances, these abuses, this lack of con-
sideration and sympathetic consideration toward our vet-
erans in the past, that make me think we might well judge
the future by the past; and for that reason I should like
to do what I conceive to be my duty. I therefore have pro-
posed this amendment, hoping that it would correct in a
degree a most tragic and pitiful situation that exists with
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thousands of America's heroes and veterans who in 1917
and 1918 went across the sea and fought the battles of the
Nation, many of them falling upon Flanders fields while
serving their country. Instead of trampling upon, as I see
it, the right and the justice which should be extended to
them, I would pay tribute to the living; I would revere the
memory of those dead boys who sleep beneath the sod of
Flanders fields, and rest beneath the sod in their home-
land.

I never get any inspiration from people who are fighting
justice, who would have an injustice done to their fellow-
man, whether he be a soldier or whether he be a civilian, I
do not know the origin of this organization that wrote the
page advertisement that appeared this morning, fighting
against any adjustments, urging us to let the situation just
rock along and take care of itself. I venture the assertion,
however, that those back of that propaganda, if veterans,
probably were, most of them, swivel-chair artists; most of
them today live in afluence and plenty; and I dare say fur-
ther that the propaganda inserted in the page advertisement
in the Post this morning was inspired by the Economy
League.

That organization ought never to have been called an
“ economy league.” It ought to have been called a “tax-
dodgers’ league.” That would have been a more appropriate
name to apply to the so-called “ Economy League ”, because
it was supported mostly by the big interest of the country,
by people who were afraid they would be taxed a liftle
more. I would call them the “ tax-dodging league ” instead
of the Economy League. I dare say they had something to
do with the page advertisement that appeared in the Post
this morning.

Regardless of that, I feel that I have a duty to perform.
I think it is nothing at all out of the ordinary for Congress
to exercise its authority and place a limitation upon the
reductions that may be made in the compensation of vet-
erans, just as Congress placed a limitation upon the reduc-
tions that could be effectuated in the salaries of civilian
employees of the Government.

Mr. President, I hope very much that the motion for sus-
pension of the rules will be adopted, and then that the
amendment can be proposed and agreed fo.

Mr. CAPPER. Mr, President, I intend to support the
amendment offered by the Senator from Florida [Mr. Tram-
MmeLL] fo limit the power of the E=xecutive in reducing
compensation, pension, or allowance of any veteran or de-
pendent to not more than 15 percent where the injury or
disability is service connected.

It is not my intention to evade any responsibility of my
own by attempting to pass it to the President or the Budget
Director or the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs in this
matter, but I do want to say that it never entered my mind,
when I voted for the economy measure giving those broad
powers to the President, that they would be abused as I
believe them to have been abused in the regulations and
rulings made by the Veterans’ Administration regarding
service-connected cases, and also pensions for the Spanish-
American War veterans,

We have been promised, as I understand it, that these
regulations will be liberalized. They should be liberalized.
A great wrong has been done these veterans. As I have
said before, this Nation's honor is just as important as a
balanced Budget, and, as I see it, the Nation’s honor is in-
volved in fair and humane treatment of the veterans of
our wars and their dependents.

The economy program approved by Congress reduced
salaries of Government officials and employees only 15 per-
cent. I say there is no good reason why we should reduce
the compensation or allowances of the Nation’s defenders
more than 15 percent, especially when it applies to dis-
abilities that are service connected.

There is no doubt that the Veterans’ Administration has
gone too far in its drastic economy program at the expense
of the veterans. We have been assured that changes in
regulations to correct this maladministration of the Econ-
omy Act will be made. But it seems to me that perhaps
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the Congress could make the job easier for the Veterans'
Administration, for the Budget Director, and for the Presi-
dent, if we placed some limitation such as has been sug-
gested by the Senator from Florida on the powers of the
Executive.

Perhaps it is true that 90 percent of the most glaring in-
justices complained of could and will be corrected by
changes in regulations and more leniency in applying the
regulations; but I believe it also would be sound policy for
Congress to indicate that the Veterans’ Administration is
expected to liberalize these regulations as to service-con-
nected cases and interpret them fairly, instead of using
them to cut and slash the compensation and allowances and
pensions in every case.

The country desires that every deserving disabled vet-
eran be adequately cared for. If it is necessary to make
a larger appropriation than is called for in the pending bill,
I am willing to vote for a larger appropriation. The Con-
gress should not permit such outrages against justice as are
contemplated in the Veterans’ Administration’s present pro-
gram, even in the name of economy. I hope the Congress
will not adjourn until the regulations issued under the
Economy Act are liberalized or modified.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I have listened with a
great deal of interest to the discussion of the amendment
presented by its author, the junior Senator from Florida
[Mr. TrammzLL], and I find myself very much in sympathy
with it. The attitude of the lay mind upon the subject of
presumption is a problem which I have never been able to
solve, for the reason that I cannot understand how the lay
mind can ever interpret what is a reasonable presumptive
period within which certain forms of disease may enter a
soldier’s body, or the body of any other human being, and
remain there for an indefinite period of time and then
become an outspoken manifestation.

Tuberculosis is one of those diseases which enters the
human body without any definite period of incubation before
it becomes an outspoken disease. The same principle applies
to many of those diseases which are classified now under the
neuropsychiatric rule. Yet we have laymen in control of
and directing the destiny of the Veterans’ Bureau, men rec-
ognized by the American people, even up to the President
of the United States, taking the position and speaking defi-
nitely upon the presumptive period of many of the diseases
to which the body of the American soldier is heir, limiting,
by law, through their influence, the period in which pre-
sumption can be established so as to enable them to deny
the soldier the care of the Government he has so well
served. -

Mr. President, in 1929 I discussed the subject of presump-
tion before the Committee on Finance, and at that time I
presented authorities upon the subject whose reputation and
standing in the medical profession of the world is unques-
tioned. They state definitely and positively that tuberculo-
sis may be taken into the human body, remain dormant
there for even the period of a natural lifetime, or it may
remain dormant for a long period of time, anywhere from
10 to 15 or 20 years, and then, because of lack of resistance,
because of the lowering of the resistance of the body, because
of mental worry, because of some condition that has broken
down the resistance of the individual, the tubercular mani-
festation stored up in some little cavity, surrounded by a
calcareous deposit, may break out, and the unfortunate indi-
vidual develop a definite case of tuberculosis and rapidly
pass into a state which ultimately saps from him his life.

The same history is applicable to neuropsychiatric condi-
tions, starting in with a molecular involvement of small par-
ticles of brain tissue, resulting in a break of the electrical
connection furnished by the brain cells which control the
muscular and other coordinating systems of the human body,
resulting in a beginning with a small yet detectable tremor
of the extremities, which finally becomes an outspoken mani-
festation, resulting finally in the inability of the unfortunate
individual who has developed this mental or neuropsychi-
atric condition to feed himself. The coordinating power of
the individual becomes so impaired that it renders him a
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hopeless cripple, and often a subject of charity, or he must
be protected and cared for by the Government of the United
States.

Mr. President, this picture portrays the condition which
confronts many of the American veterans at the present
time. These manifestations have developed far beyond the
period of presumption that is laid down by law, and in many
cases they are directly traceable to the soldier’s service.

Now we hear that the presumptive period is to be limited
to 1 year. I want to say that 5 years is not enough. As I
advocated before the Finance Committee of the Senate in
1929, 10 years will not cover the presumptive period in the
cases of many of those boys who served in the World War.

When we consider the Spanish-American War veteran,
and when we are told that diseases such as typhoid fever,
paratyphoid, dysentery, amoebie, catarrhal, and the form
of dysentery that is brought about by the Shiga bacillus;
that out of 280,000 soldiers in the Spanish-American War
who served in defense of this country, 289,000 cases of hos-
pital admissions were recorded at one time or another, some
of which were duplicates, as some of these men were hos-
pitalized more than once; and when I say that out of the
entire group of 280,000 men, 57,024 were stricken with some
form of dysentery; and when I say that 20,904 were stricken
either with typhoid or paratyphoid, then it seems to me
that, with this kind of a record made by these men who so
faithfully served our country in the Spanish-American War,
when 3,362 died from various maladies and 379 were killed
in action, I am impressed with the thought that our Gov-
ernment, through lack of the proper sanitary care, did not
sufficiently protect the Spanish-American soldier or he would
not have been stricken by these diseases whose mark upon
his physical structure has not been eradicated by the pass-
ing of time; indeed, to the contrary, the seeds of these dis-
eases are no doubt stored up in their bodies, serving as a
basis for acute and new manifestations of diseases.

Mr. President, when a typhoid infection is developed the
patient lies upon a sick bed suffering with a temperature
averaging anywhere from 100 to 105 or 106, subjected in
many instances to a disintegration of the glandular struc-
ture that is found in the alimentary canal. Not only that
but the complications which arise result in some cases in
infection of the gall bladder, reflecting itself in a general
cholecystitis, or an infection of the common and cystic ducts,
including the gall bladder, resulting in the forming of gall
stones, 25, 30, yea 40 years after the primary involvement of
typhoid fever was experienced by the individual soldier.
This last-named disease reflects a new involvement in the
soldier’s body, springing from the primary disease, typhoid
fever, and as a conclusive proof of the typhoid infection
being the cause, typhoid bacilli is found to form the nucleus
around which the stone is formed.

The same condition applies to dysenteric conditions, such
as the amoebic form, causing abscesses of the liver, involving
every part of the body because of this infection, and only
the primary disease can be cured, in many cases, by surgical
procedure, in which copious amounts of, or large antiseptic
solutions are utilized for the destruction, by chemical action
on the amoeba as it inhabits the human alimentary canal.

Take the manifestations of typhoid fever primarily, take
the manifestations of typhoid fever secondarily, which in-
volve the circulatory system of the human body, resulting
In what is known as “ phlebitis ”, or an infection of the ve-
nous part of the circulatory system resulting in the forming
of emboli in the circulation, which in some instances are
carried to the brain, producing paralysis, and in other in-
stances to the heart, causing some form of an infection of
the heart, bringing about a gluing of the valves, resulting
in an organic condition of the heart. Is it any wonder that
the Ccongress of the United States in years past, based no
doubt upon some medical information they had, gave to
the Spanish-American War veteran the opportunity to
establish his claim, even to the point of permitting all those
with a disability to be placed on the pension rolls? But
today we find that same group of patriotic Americans
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whose names appeared upon the pension rolls almost oblit-
erated therefrom because of their inability to come within
the presumption that their disability is service connected.
They cannot prove to the satisfaction of some man who,
though not a trained physician, directs the destiny of the
veterans and deals with these problems, that some bone
lesion, which, from the medical point of view, is directly
traceable to the primary typhoid infection, is thus directly
traceable to it, and so the soldier is refused a service con-
nection which will enable him to draw a pension. The
same condition prevails in the case of other manifestations
that secondarily develop, possibly years and years after the
veteran has suffered the primary lesion from typhoid fever
or some form of dysentery.

There were no accurate medical records kept of those vet-
erans of the Spanish-American War. I want to say, Mr.
President, perhaps, by way of forecast and recommendation
to the Congress of the United States, that if the Govern-
ment of the United States would do its plain duty toward
this group of men it would put them upon a parity with
those men who so valiantly served this Nation when there
was a threatened destruction of the Union of the States
from 1861 to 1865.

Mr. President, for the Government to say that we will
not continue to protect these men who so faithfully and so
patriotically served their country, regardless of any depres-
sion that may exist at the present time, regardless of any
depression that may exist in the future, is, indeed, a dis-
service and a failure to pay rightful tribute to those who
were patriotic and are devoted to the flag.

The Spanish-American War soldier did not have the ad-
vantage, Mr. President, of immunization from {yphoid or
from paratyphoid, for the reason that at that time there
had not been completed and made practicable the discovery
of the methods for immunization from these direful and
distressing diseases.

I could go along, Mr. President, and give many reasons
why I support this amendment. I spcke upon this subject
in no uncertain terms on March 15, 1933, when the economy
bill was before this body. I then pointed out the attitude of
the former President upon the subject of presumption; also I
pointed out the training and qualifications of the present
Chief Executive, but, Mr. President, if it be correct, as I
have heard it is, that the present Chief Executive is in
sympathy with only a year being allowed as a presumptive
period within which a soldier may connect his disability with
some disease which he contracted in the service, I want to
say that a great injustice will be done to the World War
veterans. Buf, as I see it today, the greatest injustice that
has been done is to the Spanish-American War veterans. In
that war 280,000 men were in service; 57,024 were stricken
with dysentery and 20,904 with typhoid fever, with all the
complicaticns that visit the human body as a result of the
seeds left by these diseases, which extend over a period of
development of 35 or 40 years. When I say 35 or 40 years,
I make the statement advisedly, for it is supported by au-
thority, and there is no dispute as to the long-continued
period of incubation between the primary development and
the secondary invelvement from which many of the Spanish-
American War soldiers are suffering today. Indeed, Mr.
President, I have demonstrated this fact in my own profes-
sional experience. Yet we find that they are stricken from
the roll, and must in many instances be the objects of
charity.

A gentleman, 60 years of age, came into my office about
3 weeks ago, who had served all through the Spanish-
American War, and who had served in the Philippines,
and told me of the meager pension he was receiving in his
disabled condition. He was suffering with an organic heart
disease, which possibly was primarily developed from a
typhoid infection which he incurred during his service
in the Spanish-American War; it had become a heart in-
volvement caused possibly from phlebitis, a complication
from his typhoid, that made it impossible for him to walk
up as many as three flights of steps without stopping to
take his breath.
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These are the pictures, Mr. President, that are being por-
trayed to the medical profession from one end of this Na-
tion to-the other; and I am just wondering whether or not
there is enough patriotism left in the Congress of the United
States to extend a helping hand to this class of patriotic
Americans. I want to say that the distinguished Senator
from Florida must have had the same experience that has
come to my office, and I shall be glad to vote for and sup-
port his amendments in every way I can.

Mr. President, I have as another exhibit a report in the
case of a ragged colored man who served overseas and whose
loyalty and devotion to his country is attested by the cap-
tain under whom he served. His name is Marshall Clark.
My experience with him reminds me of the poem, a para-
graph of which portrays the old colored man as a worn-out
rudder, broken and thrown away. He came into my office
a few days ago clothed in rags, barefooted, Mr. President,
and hungry. Here is the history of the case: The number
of the case is C-1381119. The veteran filed application
about March 4, 1932, with the regional office of the Veterans’
Administration at Pittsburgh, giving his place of residence
at that time as near Benwood, W.Va., where he worked in
a coal mine. The allowance was awarded him on April 27,
1932, effective March 4, 1932, in the amount of $12 a month.

The veteran states that at the time he filed application
for disability allowance he also asked for hospitalization,
which was not furnished because no beds were available.
He therefore left his place of residence and started for
Washington on foot, with the hope of receiving hospitaliza-
tion in one of the Washington hospitals. Thus he indicated
his confidence, Mr. President, in the Government of the
United States, for he felt if he could reach the central part
of his Government that he would there find men who would
extend a helping hand, because he had given his service and
offered his life, if the country needed if, in support of his
country. He became sick en route and was picked up on the
road near Kingwood, W.Va., and sent to Washington by
the American Legion at Kingwood. Arriving in Washington
he applied to the Veterans’ Administration for hospitaliza-
tion, which was granted, and the veteran was sent to the
Veterans’ Home at Hampton, Va., on March 9, 1932, where
he remained until December 25, 1932.

It appears from the records that the Pittsburgh regional
office made several attempts to locate the veteran, which
were not successful, and a stop payment was issued on the
account September 7, 1932, In other words, Mr. President,
there was no connection between the Pittsburgh office and
the Veterans’ Administration office in the city of Wash-
ington that would enable them to keep in touch and in
control of those who were upon the hospital rolls of this
country.

While the regional office at Pittsburgh was enlisting the
assistance of the American Red Cross at Wheeling to locate
the claimant, the veteran was under the care of the Vet-
erans’ Administration in the Veterans’ Home at Hampton,
Va.

Here we have the spectacle of one part of the organiza-
tion seeking the location of the veteran, while another part
of the Veterans’ Administration was extending to him domi-
ciliary care at Hampton, Va. It would seem that the records
of his hospitalization should have been contained in his
folder and that it would be an easy matter for any offics,
division, or section of the Veterans’ Administration to consult
this folder in order fo obfain the proper address.

While at the home at Hampton, Va., the veteran was not
aware that an award had been granted, and consequently
had no knowledge that checks were due him and that an-
other part of the Bureau was looking for him.

I am in receipt of a letter from the Veterans' Administra-
tion which reads in part, as follows:

In view of the fact that no payments were made under the
award prior to March 20, 1933, the date the World War Veterans'
Act was repealed, no payments are now in order in view of prec-
edents of the administration in this regard.

And so, Mr. President, this ragged soldier of fortune is
without shelter, without clothes, without food, and is today
an object of charity in the city of Washington.

The Veterans’ Administration refuses to pay the veteran
the amounts due him for disability allowance in accordance
with the award made him, of $12 a month, commencing
March 4, 1932, because no payments were made under the
award prior to March 20, 1933, the date when the World
War Veterans' Act was repealed. In other words, Mr. Presi-
dent, the administration of the Veterans’ Bureau under-
takes by regulation to make the law which was passed at
this special session of Congress retroactive in dealing with
this unfortunate veteran.

Thus it is shown that through no fault of the veteran
the Veterans’ Administration failed to deliver to him-=
amounts due him under their own award, although he was
for almost 10 months in the Veterans’ Administration Hos-
pital at Hampton, having been sent there by the Washing-
ton office, through Dr. W. L. Kline, an outstanding physician,
a man who is entitled to the confidence of the soldier be-
cause of his great ability as a physician. The veteran's
folder, if the papers were properly kept, should have had a
record of his hospitalization.

This is just a sample of the injustice that is being done to
many of those who served their country in its time of need;
just like the picture I portrayed yesterday of the treatment
being accorded the unfortunate World War veteran who lost
his limb at the hip in the Argonne; just like the picture of
the manner in which the boy who sustained a fracture of
his spine, and who is now in a state of progressive paralysis,
which will finally become complete, is being treated under
the guise of economy by the Federal Government. He has
been reduced from $90 to $40 a month for himself and his
wife.

But due to the repeal of all veterans’ laws by the so-called
economy law the veteran has no redress, and section 5 of
that obnoxious measure provides that the decision of the
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs shall be final and not
subject to review by the courts.

The veteran, the old colored soldier, is now in Washington,
penniless and hopeless, although by every just and moral
right he is entitled to clothes and $150, but due to the in-
efficiency of the Government or its lack of sympathy for
these ragged soldiers no relief apparently is to come. He
has been deprived of what is justly due him.

Mr. President, in support of what I have said and in
support of the patriotism of this veteran, black though the
texture of his skin may be, I offer for the Recorp a letter,
not addressed to him but “ to whom it may concern ”, signed
by Frederick F. Wright, formerly first lieutenant of Company
M, Eight hundred and second Pioneer Infantry, American
Expeditionary Forces, whose home address is Newark, Ohio,
and who is connected with the First National Bank of that
city. I ask that the letter may be printed in the Recorp
at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WHEELER in the chair).
Without objection, it is so ordered.

The letter is as follows:

To those whom it may concern:

This is to certify that the bearer, Marshall Clark, was a cor-
poral in the third platoon, Company M, Eight hundred and second
Ploneer Infantry, of which I was first lieutenant. That he served
with me faithfully and well from the time that we left the
United States, about September 13, 1918, until we returned,
July 1, 1919. That he was on active duty during our tour of
duty in the Meuse-Argonne offensive, incurred neuritis, and after
our return to Sable, Department of the Sarthe, was sent to the
hospital in Angiers, where he stayed about two months. That
he rejoined the company and came back with us to the United
States, being honorably discharged at Camp Lee, Va. That
his record was good, that his disability was incurred in line of
duty., I will be glad to make further afidavits or answer any
further questions ouncerning this man and his case.

FrepErICE F. WRIGHT,
Formerly First Lieutenant, Company M,
Eight hundred and second Pioneer Infantry, AE.F.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, it is not my purpose to
detain the Senate longer in the discussion of this question.
My position is well known. My convictions are based upon
a study of my profession extending over a period of 40
years and in active application of the principles of that
profession which I learned in my early life and which I
carry on at the present time. Soon after I took the oath
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in the Senate I raised my voice in protest against the kind
of treatment that was being given to the veterans. I went
before the Finance Committee. Enowing that there was
only one other member of the medical profession who is a
Member of this honorable body, I felt that I should en-
deavor to present a picture based upon the medical author-
ities of this and other lands dealing with the subject of
presumption. I have followed up this admonition at every
opportunity that has presented itself down to the present
time, even in dealing with the economy legislation which
struck a fatal blow fto the protection which the veterans

«of all wars have looked forward to in this period of
depression.

I took this position not because of poltics—not because
it was my purpose to criticize anyone, either Democrat or
Republican—but because I was impressed, as I always have
been, with the patriotism, the genuineness of the devotion of
the soldiers who have served our country from the begin-
ning down to the present time, feeling because of the knowl-
edge I possess in a professional way that my colleagues in
the Senate of the United States would want to know what
was fair and just and equitable to the soldiers of the Civil
War, to the soldiers of the Spanish-American War, and to
the soldiers of the World War.

Mr. President, I offer some telegrams from Spanish-Amer-
jean veterans’ posts of West Virginia and ask that they
may be printed in the Recorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The telegrams are as follows:

HunTINGTON, W.VA.,, June 1, 1933.
Hon. H. D. HATFIELD:
We respectfuly urge that Spanish War veterans be accorded
the same treatment as Civil War veterans under the economy

program.
W. 8. TasBoR,
James Russell Camp, United Spanish War Veterans.

SPENCER, W.VA,, June 1, 1933.
Senator H. D. HATFIELD,
United States Senate:

Would greatly appreciate your influence in having Spanish War
veterans accorded same treatment as Civil War veterans under
economy program.

W. WrIGHT,
Commander Spencer Camp, No. 16, US.W.V.

CHARLESTON, W.VA., June 1, 1933.
H. D. HATFIELD,
United States Senator:

It is urgently requested and very imperative Spanish War vet-
‘erans be accorded same treatment under economy program as
Civil War veterans. To pauperize us at an average age of 60
is unfair and unjust.

H. J. CHURCHMAN,
Commander Kanawha Camp, Spanish War Veterans.

PARKERSBURG, W.VA., June 1, 1933,
Benator HENRY D. HATFIELD,
Senate Office Building:

We trust that you vote that Spanish War veterans and their
dependents be accorded same treatment under economy program
as Civil War veterans.

PARKERSBURG CAMP, No. 6, UNITED SPANISH WaAR VETERANS,
E. E. TownsENDp, Commander. 3
JouN R. KENNEDY, Adjutant.

—

HartrForD, W.VA., June 1, 1933.
Hon. H. D. HATFIELD,
Senate Office Building:
Use influence secure same treatment Spanish veterans given

Civil War veterans.
O. T. Giess, Commander.

WiLLiamMsoN, W.VaA,, June I, 1933,
Benator H. D. HATFIELD:
You are urged that Spanish War veterans be accorded same
treatment under economy program as Civil War veterans.
JorN StaNLEY, Commander.

WEsTON, W.VA.,, June 1, 1933.
Senator H. D. HATFIELD:

Weston Camp, No. 8, United Spanish War Veterans urge you to
support us and help us to be accorded the same treatment under
the economy program as Civil War veterans.

WesTon Camp, No. 8.
L. A. Grices, Commander,
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WHEELING, W.VA.
Henry D. HATFIELD,
Senate Office Building:
Urge that Spanish War veterans be accorded same treatment
under economy program as Civil War veterans. AT

BUCEHANNON, W.VA., June 1, 1933.
Hon. H. D. HATFIELD,
United States Senator, Washington, D.C.:

Buckhannon Camp, No. 12, United Spanish War Veterans, urge
that Spanish War veterans be accorded same treatment under
economy program as Civil War veterans.

Very truly,

Bert Windon, H. B. Hickman, W. L. Loudin, C. I. Loudin,
Rule Hander, B. C. Radabough, George Mayo, M. E.
Hymes, J. R. Bwiger, H. L. Price, Glen Gilmer, W. P.
Brennon, Noah Oaster, Wm. Zaner, Loran Loudin.

FamwmonT, W.VA,, June 1, 1933.
Senator H. D. HATFIELD,
Washington, D.C.:

We are counting on your support for the same treatment for
Spanish War veterans as that accorded the Civil War veterans
under the economy program.

Huca Harr, Commander.
CoronNeL C. L. BmrTe Camp 10,
United Spanish War Veterans.
CLARKSBURG, W.VA., June I, 1933.
Hon. H. D. HATFIELD,
Washington, D.C.:

Spanish War veterans of Harrison County, W.Va., urge that
they be accorded same consideration as Civil War veterans under
economy program. A large number of them cannot perform man-
ual labor and their pension is their only income.

Homer B. Grares, Commander Post No. 7.
MorcaNTOWN, W.VA,, June 1, 1933.
Senator H. D. HATFIELD,
Washington, D.C.:

United Spanish War veterans of Colonel Cramer Camp, Mor- ,
gantown, urgently request that you use your influence toward
placing Spanish War veterans pension on the same basis which

applies to Clvil War veterans.
AnTtonN E. HELGREN, Adjutant.

WEeLCcH, W.VA., June 2, 1933.
H. D. HATFIELD,
United States Senator, Washington, D.C.:

We urge that you use your influence to postpone adjournment
of Congress until adjustment of veterans’ cut is made, especially
in regard to service-connected disabilities.

E. E. CassELL,
Post Commander Painter Porroni Post 1021,
of Coalwood, W.Va.

WELCH, W.VA., June 2, 1933.
Senator H. D. HATFIELD,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Urge that you use influence against adjournment of Congress
until adjustments are made in veterans' cuts.
R. H. PoweLr,
Department Commander V.F.W.

ErLxiNs, W.Va., June 1, 1933.
Senator H. D. HATFIELD:

Earnestly urge use your influence to put Spanish War veterans
under economy program same plane as Civil War veterans. Our
men voluntarily gave their services and are now too old to procure
work or to perform work if procured. Drastic cuts in compensa-
tion would cause hardship and suffering. Almost impossible to
prove claims of service origin on account deaths of witnesses.
Injustice should not be done us.

CrawFoRD SCOTT,
Commander Zan F. Colleti Camp, No. 4,
United Spanish War Veterans.

WHEELING, W.Va., June 2, 1933.
Benator HENrRY D. HATFIELD,
Senate Building:
Urge Spanish-American War veterans be accorded same treat-
ment under economy program as Civil War veterans,
C. E. O'BrIEN.

PrepmoNT, W.VA., June 2, 1933.
Hon. H. D. HATFIELD,
Senate Office Building:

Potomac Camp, No. 5, W.8.W.V., urge that you use every influ-
ence to have Spanish War veterans accorded same treatment under
economy plans as Civil War veterans,

T. Frep EKLENCKE, Commander.

Mr. TRAMMELIL. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Couzens Eeyes Robinson, Ind.
Austin Cutting King Russell
Bachman Dickinson La Follette Bchall
Barbour Dieterich Lewls Bheppard
Black Duffy Lonergan Shipstead
Bone Erickson Long Steiwer
Borah Fess McAdoo Stephens
Bratton Fletcher McCarran Thomas, Okla.
Brown Frazier McGill Thomas, Utah
Bulkley George McEellar Thompson
Bulow Glass McNary Townsend
Byrd Goldsborough Metcalf Trammell
Byrnes Gore Murphy Tydings
Capper Hale Neely Vandenberg
Caraway Harrison Norris Van Nuys
Carey Hatfield Overton Wagner

Clark Hayden Patterson Walcott
Connally Hebert Pope Walsh
Coolidge Johnson Reed Wheeler
Copeland Eean Reymnolds White
Costigan Eendrick Robinson, Ark.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-three Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, may I inquire what is the
pending question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending question is the mo-
tion to suspend rule XVI for the purpose of considering the
amendment of the Senator from Florida [Mr. TrRaMMELL].

Mr. LONG. If, as I understand it, there is going to be no
objection to that procedure, I do not desire to say anything
at this time. I understood there was some effort being made
to bring about a harmonious understanding, and I do not
want to delay consideration of the bill if that is going to be
the result.

Mr. BYRNES. I intended to make a statement. If the
Senator will yield to me, I will make a short statement to
the Senate; and then I should like to ask for a vote on this
amendment.

Mr. LONG. Go ahead and make the statement. Then
we will see about the vote.

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from Louisiana has the floor.

Mr. LONG. That is all right. I mean to yield to the
Senator, so that he may take the floor. I mean to give the
floor to the Senator.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I hope that the motion to
suspend the rules for the consideration of the amendment
offered by the Senator from Florida [Mr. TramMmeLL] will
not be adopted.

Before the appropriation bill was reported to the Senate
the President announced that he believed, as a result of the
application of the regulation adopted governing service-
connected disabilities, that the cut in such cases was too
severe, and that he would cause a review to be made of the
regulation as to this class and all other classes affected by
the regulation.

Two days ago I announced in the Senate that as a result
of this review the President had determined that before July
1 a new regulation would be adopted, under which the cut
in the compensation of the service-connected disabilities
would be approximately 18 to 20 percent below the average
compensation for such disabilities under the old law.

While this regulation would provide payments upon a
different basis from the old law, the amount of money that
the new regulation to be announced by the President would
provide for service-connected disabilities is approximately
the amount that would be provided by the amendment
offered by the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CorrIiNG].

Therefore I have no objection to the adoption of the Cut-
ting amendment. I am authorized to state to the Senate
that the President, following his announcement of a review
of other classes and groups, has determined that the new
regulation affecting Spanish-American War veterans will
provide that those veterans over 62 years of age shall receive
a minimum of $15. The rate of compensation in the case of
the Spanish-American War veterans over 62 and suffering
from disabilities has not been definitely determined, but will
be determined within a very few days. Nor has there been
a definite determination as to the regulation to be adopted

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

4809

affecting cases presumed to be of service origin or of widows
who were affected by the original regulation; but in ac-
cordance with the statement issued by the President some
days ago, and before this bill was reported to the Senate,
consideration is now being given by him to these other
groups and to all other classes affected by the regulation
with a view of effecting the most humane treatment of
veterans.

Mr. President, I believe that the adoption of the motion to
suspend the rules would be unwise, because, according to
the information I have received, the Trammell amendment
would cost approximately $190,000,000; and I believe that
if the President is given an opportunity to proceed to work
out in an intelligent and in a humane way the compensation
to be paid to the veterans justice will be done. Under the
Trammell amendment all manner of cases—misconduct
cases and all others—would be restored, and the compensa-
tion would be paid, less the 15 percent. In other words,
under it there could not be a reduction greater than 15
percent.

I ask that the motion be not adopted.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr, President, I desire to ask the Senator
a question.

Mr. BYRNES. I yield to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. BRATTON. I am in full sympathy with the amend-
ment my colleague [Mr. Currineg] intends fto offer later, and
I shall support it. I do not know whether the distinguished
Senator from South Carolina, in charge of the bill, is in
position to quote the President, and I do not ask him to do
so; but I should like to know whether he thinks adequate
provision will be made in the modified regulations to take
care of the so-called “ presumptive cases.”

The Senator is mindful of the fact that there are many
presumptive tubercular cases which are easily distinguished
from other classes of disability, because of the peculiar char-
acteristics of that disability. Does the Senator believe that
adequate provision will be made through the modified regu-
lations to care for the so-called “ presumptive tubercular
cases” and other presumptive cases?

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, as I stated a moment ago,
I am not in position to state what amount will be allowed
or what is to be done with those cases. I am in position to
state that the question as to the presumptive cases and as
to the status of the widows who formerly received pensions
is now being considered by the President; and while I can-
not state what is going to be done, I express my own opinion
that they will be handled in a satisfactory way. I am not,
however, authorized to make a statement as to what the
President intends to do on that question.

I desire to repeat what I stated a few moments ago, that
I am in favor of the Cutting amendment, and I do not intend
to make a point of order on that amendment provided it is
not materially changed hereafter.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President——

Mr. BYRNES. 1 yield to the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. HEBERT. The Senator from South Carolina has
stated that a minimum allowance will be given Spanish War
veterans over the age of 62. Is the Senafor in position to
tell the Senate what proportion of the men of that service
are included within that provision?

Mr. BYRNES. No. That refers to the class of Spanish-
American War veterans who, under the old law, automati-
cally receive a pension at the age of 62. As to those cases,
under the regulation a minimum of $15 will be provided;
and then if a man over 62 and in that group is disabled the
compensation will be higher, the exact amount not having
been determined.

Mr, HEBERT. In proportion to disability?

Mr. BYRNES. Yes.

Mr. HEBERT. Another question, Mr. President: I have
had numerous complaints from World War veterans about
the reduction in their compensation. I had one only yester-
day. A man told me he was totally disabled, permanently
disabled, and had been given compensation at the rate of
$100 1:«211.'l~ month, and that compensation was reduced to $40
a mon
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Mr. BYRNES. Under the Cutting amendment, if the dis-
ability was of service origin, such cases could not be reduced
more than 25 percent; and that, as I say, is the amendment
I intend to agree to and vote for.

Mr., HEBERT. So that with the passage of this amend-
ment that particular veteran would have $75 in the future?

Mr. BYRNES. Seventy-five dollars; that is right.

Mr. HEBERT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President——

Mr, BYRNES. I yield to the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. HAYDEN. I should like to ask one other question
with respect to the Spanish-American War veterans. The
answers made by the Senator from South Carolina to other
Senators are reassuring to me so far as they go; but how
about the presumption with respect to Spanish-American
War veterans? Does the Senator mean, when he states to
the Senate that the entire question of presumption is now
being considered by the President, that that includes not
only presumption of World War veterans but presumption of
Spanish War veterans?

Mr, BYRNES. My understanding as to the question of
presumption is that the whole question is to be gone into
and is being considered by the President now.

Mr. HAYDEN. I ask that question because, as to Spanish-
American War veterans, the difficulty is to obtain proof 30
years affer the military service was rendered.

Mr. BYRNES. Absolutely.

Mr. HAYDEN. And the presumption is essential to them.

Mr. BYRNES. The principle must be settled definitely as
to all.

Mr. TRAMMELIL. Mr. President, before the question is
put before the Senate I desire o state that if this motion
to suspend the rules prevails, I expect to ask to modify my
amendment so as to strike out the maximum of 10 percent
reduction and provide that no reduction in excess of 15 per-
cent shall be made. Of course, these figures are largely
arbitrary, but I base the 15 percent upon the policy laid
down by Congress in dealing with civil employees of the
Government, the policy laid down in regard to dealing with
a $10,000 salary, a $12,000 salary, and a $15,000 salary.

The Government, through its Congress, has refused to
reduce any salaries more than 15 percent. I think that is a
righteous position in regard to the smaller salaries, of course.
We do not want absclutely to deprive the persons receiving
such salaries of sufficient to live upon. When, however, it
comes to the question of salaries of $10,000, we do not leave
it to the President to say that he can reduce them over 15
percent, but we say that he must not reduce them more than
15 percent. In other words, in the case of a person who is
so fortunate today as to have a salary of $12,000 per annum,
if the President wanted fo reduce him 25 percent, we have
barred him from doing so by providing by legislation that
he shall not reduce the employee below 15 percent. I think
the soldiers, the veterans of the country, are entitled to equal
consideration and that their compensation or pension should
not be reduced in a larger percentage than we authorize the
President to reduce the salaries of civilian employees.

Of course, if, when the economy bill was up, we had pro-
vided by an amendment that these larger salaries could be
reduced 25 percent, then there would be some consistency in
refusing to place a limitation upon the reduction of the
veterans’' compensation above 25 percent. But when Con-
gress has gone on record at this session a number of times
in opposition to reducing the salaries of civilian employees in
the higher brackets more than 15 percent, even in the case
of the person, as I say, who is fortunate enough to have a
salary of ten, twelve, or fifteen thousand dollars—and there
are several $10,000 salaries involved in the very bill we are
considering; there is one $18,000 salary involved in this bill,
and there are two other $12,000 salaries—if we say that we
are not going to make a reduction of over 15 percent in those
salaries and will not allow the President to do it, why do we
not amend the law and allow the President to reduce the
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salaries of civilian employees without any limitation, or
amend if so that he can reduce them 25 percent?

The only group of our people that have been picked out as
the targets of this character of policy are our veterans. We
propose to allow a reduction in their compensation in excess
of what we are willing to permit under legislative enact-
ment. We have tied the hands of the President and said
that he could not reduce the salaries of civilian employees
exceeding 15 percent; and that applies to the high salary
just as it applies to the low salary. Yef the Senator in
charge of the bill prefers now an amendment that would
permit the President to reduce the compensation of wvet-
erans and of pensioners 25 percent.

I am appealing for the same kind of treatment for the
veterans of our country that we are according to the civilians
of our counfry. I think the veterans are worthy and deserv-
ing of it, and that the Nation can do no less in honor and
in tribute to these gallant men who fought for our country
than to deal justly by them.

I hope the motion will prevail.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Florida
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do.

Mr. WALSH. One of the things that trouble me about
the Senator’s amendment is that it removes any elasticity in
the making of rates by the Veterans’ Administration in cases
where there has been improvement in the physical condition
of a veteran. In other words, the flat restriction which
the Senator makes in the amendment would prevent the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs from reducing 40 or 50
percent the compensation to a given veteran where medical
authorities state there has been an improvement in his con-
dition that justifies it. I ask the Senator whether, in case
the rules be suspended by vote of the Senate, the Senator
will be willing to modify his amendment so that there would
be an opportunity to vest in the Veterans’ Administration
the power to exercise a little elasticity in adjusting rates?

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I appreciate the wis-
dom of the Senator’s suggestion, but I think he is laboring
under a misapprehension as to the effect of and the con-
struction which should be given to the amendment which
I have proposed. The amendment does not bar a reclassi-
fication, it does not bar a review of a case; but it provides
that if the administration attempts to review, the burden
of proof shall be upon the Government. I think that is a
very righteous policy. It is the character of procedure
which prevails in all the courts and other tribunals of
the counfry. When a man once establishes his case and
somebody wants to disestablish it, the burden of proof is
upon the one who complains.

Mr. WALSH. With the permission of the Senator from
Florida, I inquire of the junior Senator from Georgia
whether he has not been informed, as I understood I was
informed, by one of the experts or legal advisers of the
Veterans Administration, that this amendment would pre-
vent any elasticity in adjusting rates in the event of im-
proved physical condition on the part of the veteran.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I did not inguire of the
expert as to that particular point.

Mr., TRAMMELL., Mr. President, I do not care what the
expert said. If the expert made that statement, his legal
knowledge and his legal interpretation would not go far
with me. I have heard a great deal about these legal
experts and such people to whom matters are referred. A
fourth of the time we find such an expert to be some little
incompetent who is called an expert, and Senators come
into the Senate and vote his views, when he is no lawyer
at all of any consequence, probably some favored pet who
has gotten on the pay roll at $2,000, and has been boosted
to seven or eight thousand dollars per year in 2 or 3
months. He knows probably less law than some of the
students up in Georgetown University or George Washington
University. I do not give much weight to them.
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TWO-BY-FOUR RULERS OVER VETERANS

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I was about fo propound a
question to the Senator from Floride about these little
2-by-4 experts, if they could be given that dimension. I
was going to put a statement in the form of a question fo
the Senator from Florida, had he not taken his seat, by say-
ing that these 2-by-4 experts, if they could have credit for
that dimension, are exercising more power over the veterans
than the 96 Members of the United States Senate. How
long are we going to sit here and see people furned out of
hospitals and starved to death by these little 2-by-4, squint-
eyed experts, fumbling around under their desks and issuing
pronunciamentos, and exercising more authority than the
96 Members of the United States Senate? It is one of the
most disgraceful things that have ever occurred in the his-
tory of our country.

They are brought here from one side of the country to the
other, looking for jobs. Some of us may land some one of
them a job—no; I will say some of you. I have not landed
any. I have not been that lucky. I have tried my hand at
it, but I have not succeeded. You land them here in a little
office, trying to get them something to eat, and find them
up there parceling out rules and regulations—*“class Z”,
“class XY ", “subsection 2, “rule AB-1." By the time
you get the things in your mind, all they have ever managed
to do around here is to confuse matters and do nobody any
good. But we allow them fo come in and draw as high as
$10,000 a year, when, even if they would take the gum out
of their mouths, they could not be sold into slavery for $500.
Half of them could not be sold into slavery for their lifetime
for $500. [Laughter.] Then they get a piece of confiden-
tial information and get a radio contract at a thousand
dollars a week to let the public in on the inside of what is
going to happen next week or fomorrow morning.

Mr. President, that is the kind of messing we are doing
around here. Instead of being men, standing up on 2 legs
and 2 feet, and running this Government for the people
of the United States, we are authorizing some little 2-by-4,
two-bit job-hunting politician to prescribe limits and rules
under which he will work, and then he goes off and does
what he pleases. That is the trouble with the whole
“ plague-take-it ¥ outfit, and that is the reason why the
veterans are in the fix in which they find themselves today.
I favor suspending the rule.

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. President, I should like to
ask the Senator from New Mexico a question. There is a
very small group of soldiers who are totally blind, who sus-
tained their injuries in combat, who, under the regulations
as now promulgated, following the Economy Act, are cuf
121 percent. Would the amendment of the Senator from
New Mexico cut such men 25 percent?

Mr. CUTTING. Oh, no, Mr. President; the Senator is in
error if he thinks that. My amendment contemplates a limit
of 25-percent reduction over what the veterans were getting
under the old regulations. It does not mean that anybody
needs to be cut at all. It merely fixes a limit of 25 percent
beyond which the President cannot go.

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. It fixes a maximum to which the
President may go?

Mr. CUTTING. That is it. Under the present regula-
tions, as they have been issued, in many cases the totally
blind veteran may have been cut 75 or 80 percent.. I do not
know of any particular case, though I have heard of cases
where they have been cut that far.

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. I might say to the Senator that
I know of one case where a totally blind soldier, who also
lost his leg, has actually been cut 55 or 60 percent; I do not
know whether it was quite as much as 75 percent or not.

Mr. CUTTING. I mentioned the fact yesterday that Mr.
Douglas, the Director of the Budget, in testifying before the
Committee on Finance, said he thought those veterans ought
to get $275 a month. That is more than they are getling
at the present time.

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. I am very much obliged to the
Senator.

LEXXVII—304
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion
of the Senator from Florida [Mr, TrammeLL] to suspend the
rules.

.Mr. TRAMMELL. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded fo call the roll

Mr. BATLEY (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr, Hast-
mcs]. Not knowing how he would vote, I withhold my vote.

Mr. LOGAN (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Davis]l. I do not know how he would vote if present. I
therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. McADOO (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Daite]l. I do not know how he would vote, and I therefore
withhold my vote. .

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. LEWIS. I desire to announce the absence of the
senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] on international
matters for the Government, and the absence of the senior
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Smrte] on official busi-
ness.

I also desire to announce that the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. DmL], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MurpHY ], the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apams], and the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. BanxaeAD] are absent on official business.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, on this vote I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE],
who is absent. If he were present, he would vote * yea.”
If permitted to vote, I would vote “ nay.”

Mr. HEBERT. I desire to announce that the senior Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. Hastings] has a pair with the
senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. BamLey]l.

I am informed that if the Senator from Delaware were
present, on this vote he would vote “ yea.”

I also desire to announce that the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Noreeck] is necessarily absent. If present, he
would vote “ yea.”

Mr. FRAZIER. I wish to announce that my colleague
[Mr. NyE] is absent on official business. If he were present,
he would vote “ yea.”

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, it having been announced
that the Senator from Delaware, if present and voting,
would vote “yea ", I wish to say that if I were permitted to
vote I would vote “ nay.”

The result was—yeas 59, nays 21, as follows:

YEAS—59

Ashurst Cutting Lonergan Russell
Austin Dickinson Long Schall
Bachman Duffy McCarran Shipstead
Barbour Erickson McGill Stelwer
Black. Fletcher McEellar Stephens
Bone Frazier McNary Thomas, Utah
Barah George Metealfl Townsend
Bulkley Goldsborough Neely Trammell
Capper Gore Norris Vandenberg
Caraway Hale . Overton Van Nuys
Carey Hatfield Patterson Walcott
Co Hebert, Pope Walsh
Copeland Johnson Reed ‘Wheeler

ostigan Kean Reynolds White
Couzens Eeyes Robinson, Ind.

NAYS—21
Bratton Coolidge Eendrick Thompson
Brown Dieterich King Tydings
Bulow Fess Lewls Weagner
Byrd Glass Robinson, Ark.
Byrnes Harrison Sheppard
Clark Hayden Thomas, Okla,
NOT VOTING—16

Adams Dale La Follette Norbeck
Bailey Davis Logan Nye
Bankhead Dili McAdoo Pittman
Barkley Hastings Murphy Smith

The VICE PRESIDENT. Two thirds of the Senators pres-
ent having voted in the affirmative, the rule is suspended,
and the amendment of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
TramMeLL] is declared to be in order. The question is on
the amendment offered by the Senator from Florida.
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Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I wish to suggest a
modification of the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Florida modi-
fies his amendment. The clerk will state the amendment as
modified.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I have sent to the desk the modifica-
tion and ask that the clerk may report the amendment as
modified.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk advises the Chair that
he has the amendment as modified.

The LecrstATIVE CLERK., The amendment, as modified, is
as follows:

10011 page 61, between lines 6 and 7, add a new section, as fol-
““m’fhat title I of Public, No. 2, is hereby amended by adding
thereto the following:

“*‘Sgc. 21. That regardless of any provisions embraced in title I
of ah act to maintain the credit of the United States Govern-
ment, being Public, No. 2, Seventy-third Congress, the compensa-
tion or the pension of those veterans who on March 20, 1833,
were drawing compensation or pension or may hereafter be
granted compensation or pension on account of service-connected
disability, shall not be reduced more than 15 percent below
the compensation or pension to which they were entitled on
March 20, 1933. In any review of a veteran's case by the Vet-
erans’ Administration with a view to reducing the rating of or
change the cause of his disability the burden of proof shall rest
upon the Government.'”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from Florida, as modified.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, unless the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CurTiNGg] chooses to offer
the amendment himself, I shall propose an amendment to
the amendment, as follows: On line 8, to strike out “15”
and insert “ 25.” :

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from Arkansas to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Florida.

Mr. NORRIS and Mr. LONG addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield to the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I want to call attention to
what seems to me to be an error in the amendment of the
Senator from Florida. As I understand the reading by the
clerk of the amendment, as modified, it provides that the
limitation on the reduction shall apply as to any soldier
who on a certain date was on the rolls, and shall also apply
as to any soldier who hereafter shall be placed on the rolls.
That leaves a gap between the date named in the amend-
ment and the present time to which the amendment would
not apply. There probably are a good many who between
the date named and the present date have been placed on
the rolls. Their compensation could be reduced, regardless
of this amendment, if I understand the reading of the
amendment correctly. I may be wrong; I have not exam-
ined the amendment but merely heard it read.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I do not know but that
the amendment is probably subject to that criticism.

Mr. NORRIS. If I may have the copy of the amendment,
I will read it.

The amendment reads as follows:

That regardless of any provisions embraced in title I of an act
to maintain the credit of the United States Government, being
Public, No. 2, Seventy-third Congress, the compensation of those

veterans who on March 20, 1933, were drawing compensation or
pension or may hereafter be granted compensation or pension—

That would leave those veterans between this date and
March 20, 1933, outside the provisions of the amendment.
It seems to me that is plain, and I want to suggest to the
Senator from Florida further to modify the amendment so
as to read:

Or may after sald date be granted compensation or pension.

Mr, TRAMMELL. How would the amendment then read?

Mr. NORRIS. The amendment now reads * hereafter.”
That means after the passage of this act.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I realize that there is a little period
which the language of the amendment would not cover.
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I desire that it shall be covered. What is the suggestion of
the Senator from Nebraska in regard to that? What does
the Senator suggest?

Mr. NORRIS. I suggest that, instead of “ hereafter ”, the
Senator use the words “ or may after said date be granted
compensation or pension.”

Mr. TRAMMELIL. I am agreeable to the suggestion made
by the Senator from Nebraska. I think that it is a very
desirable correction to be made.

The VICE FRESIDENT. The Senator from Florida fur-
ther modifies his amendment. The question now is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. RoeinsoNn] to the amendment of the Senator
from Florida [Mr. TrRamMELL], as modified.

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, before the amendment to
the amendment shall be voted on I should like to direct
attention to the feature of this amendment which I think is
fundamentally important, and I especially should like the
attention of the Senator from Florida with respect to it.
Both the amendment which he had printed and the amend-
ment which I understand he now offers as a modification
commences with the language:

That regardless of any provisions embraced in title I of an act
to maintain the credit of the United States Government, being
Publie, No. 2—

And so forth.

This amendment is offered as an amendment to Public
Law No. 2. It could very well provide, * That nothing con-
tained in this act shall have a certain effect.” If strikes
me that it is a little awkward, and it may be hurtful, to word
the amendment as it is presently phrased. Would not the
Senator look with favor on a proposal to simplify the lan-
guage so as to take away the incongruity of referring in the
amended act to the act itself?

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I am rather of the im-
pression that the way the amendment is drawn is better.
As it is now drawn there is nothing that is offensive, and
it will, I think, accomplish the purpose. Of course, it is
merely a matter of the selection of phraseology. Some
people would like to amend the Lord’s Prayer.

Mr. STEIWER. The Senator realizes that I am trying to
be helpful.

I think there is another thing the Senator from Florida
and all of us should consider with respect to this matter.
The Economy Act, so called, in section 17, contained a lim-
itation provision which was known at the time the matter
was under debate as the “ Walsh amendment” and which
provides as follows:

The provisions of this title shall not apply to the compensation
or pension (except as to rates, time of entry into active service,
and special statutory allowances), being paid to veterans disabled,
or dependents of veterans who dled, as the result of disease or
injury directly connected with active military or naval service—

And so forth.

That will still be in the law.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Will the Senator yield to
me?

Mr. STEIWER. Yes; I yield if I have the floor.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. In place of the amendment
which I offered a few momenfs ago it is my purpose to
offer a substitute for the amendment offered by the Senator
from Florida, which substitute, I think, will meet the criti-
cism which the Senator from Oregon is now making. The
language I shall propose as a substitute is the language of
the so-called “ Cutting amendment ”, the Senator from New
Mexico having indicated his intention not to offer the
amendment. I ask, with the permission of the Senator from
Oregon, that the amendment in the nature of a substitute
may be read at the desk.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I shall be glad to have it read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the clerk
will report the amendment in the nature of a substitute pro-
posed by the Senator from Arkansas.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Section 17 of title I of the act approved March 20, 1933, en-
titled “An act to maintain the credit of the United States Gov-
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?ﬁmeﬁf ", 18 amended by adding at the end of the section the
OLIOW. y

“Notrfmg in this act shall authorize the President to reduce
to & degree greater than 25 percent the compensation, pension,
or allowance of any veteran or dependent of a veteran whose
disabllity has hitherto been traced officially to direct connec-
tion with military or naval service (otherwise than by benefif of
presumption).”

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oregon
yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. STEIWER. I desire to make some observations about
the proposal last submitted, but I shall be glad to yield to the
Senator.

Mr. CONNALLY. I should like to suggest to the Senator
from Arkansas that, while I agree with his amendment as
far as it goes, it will not take care of Spanish-American War
veterans at all, because the service connection in those cases
cannot be established, as is admitted by all. If the Senator
from Arkansas would also provide something like the fol-
lowing to be added at the end of his amendment, I think it
would be unanimously agreed to:

Pensions of veterans of any war prior to the World War shall

not be reduced more than 25 percent of the rate being received
on March 15.

That would conform to his idea as to World War veterans
and would make the same rule applicable to Spanish-Ameri-
can War veterans.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the objection
to that suggestion is that it would apply to non-service-
connected disability cases as well as to service-connected
disability cases.

Mr. CONNALLY. The point is, if the Senator will permit
me further, with the indulgence of the Senator from Ore-
gon, that under the old law there was not that distinction
between service-connected and non-service-connected cases;
and the act granting——

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. I will yield in just a moment. The act
granting Spanish-American War veterans pensions was
based not upon service-connected disability but actual physi-
cal disability, and there was no necessity for those vet-
erans proving service connection. Consequently they did not
prove it; and now it is too late; they cannot prove it; and
the operation of the present regulations, according to the
Veterans’ Administration, will be that more than half of all
the Spanish-American War veterans will be cut entirely off
without any pension whatever, they having been recognized
for years as pensioners.

Mr, CLARK. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oregon
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. STEIWER. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. There is no way for the Spanish War vet-
erans to prove their service-connected disahility for the rea-
son that records were not kept during the Spanish-American
War in the way they were kept during the World War.

Mr. DILL. Mr, President, it is for that reason that I have
an amendment pending providing that veterans of the
Spanish-American War past 62 years of age shall be pre-
sumed to be properly on the roll

Mr, STEIWER. Mr. President, I believe I have the floor?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oregon has
the floor.

Mr. STEIWER. The proposal which the Senator from
Arkansas has just offered is also subject to certain objec-
tions which he probably has not had opportunity fully to
consider. One objection is in case a veteran shows marked
improvement he could not be rerated and his pension could
not be cut even though he would effect complete recovery.
Another is that there will be no opportunity for the Gov-
ernment to protect itself against the so-called “ fraud cases.”

Another possible objection relates to the form in which
it is stated at the end of section 17. I am not sure that I
am correct in this, but it occurs to me that there is some
conflict between the proposal made and the language con-
tained in the Walsh amendment. I observe the Senator
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from Massachusetts [Mr. Warse] is here, and I am won-
dering if he does not agree with me that if an adequate and
proper proposal were agreed to in the Senate which would
protect the service-connected cases his amendment might
well be removed from the act, and that the proper way to
make the amendment, in order to avoid conflict and con-
fusion, is to strike from section 17 the language of the
amendment secured by the Senator from Massachuseits o
that act and to substitute for it language that will effectu-
ally carry out the purpose which the Senator from Massa-
chusetts had at the time he offered his amendment. I am
not speaking of either the 15-percent or 25-percent pro-
posal. I hope the Senator from Arkansas will withhold his
suggestion until we can agree on the structure of the amend-

ment itself. :

Mr, WALSH. Mr. President, if the Senator from Oregon
will yield——

Mr. STEIWER. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH. I think my amendment that is now in the
law should be further amended so as to take care of the
cases that the Senator from Florida [Mr. TrammEeLL] and
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosmnson] desire to take
care of.

May I add to what the Senator has already said that the
amendments are drawn so broadly that they would violate
the provisions of the Presidential regulations—which we all
agree should not be done—in two particulars in addition to
what he has already mentioned, namely, veterans who are
members of veterans’ administrative facilities. There is a
provision that when a veteran goes to a hospital his com-
pensation will be suspended, and he will get only $15 if
single; and if he is married, then his family will get the
balance. Nobody wants to bring that back. Everybody
agrees that regulation is correct.

A further regulation that would be interfered with by the
other amendment is one providing that those who live out-
side of the continental limits of the United States under
these regulations will be cut 50 percent. I think most would
agree that that is reasonable in any case.

Mr. STEIWER. I have that in mind.

Mr. WALSH. Though most of us do not feel they are in
condition to reguire any correction of the regulations, both
those classes would be given the benefits of these amend-
ments. If opportunity presents itself, I would offer an
amendment to my amendment which would take care of
that particular class of veterans we all are desirous of tak-
ing care of, and yet not permit the elasticity in which the
Veterans’ Administration has indulged in rerating the en-
tire number of service-connected veterans,

Mr, STEIWER. Let me advise the Senafor of a step I
have taken with respect to the matter, with the knowledge
that the amendment offered by the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. Curtinc] and other amendments offered here do
not deal with all of the incidents or detailed matters that
are involved. I asked the legislative counsel fo prepare a
form of substitute amendment, and in their preparation of
it they consulted the Veterans’ Administration, I am told.
I personally did not do so. They have prepared a form of
substitute which would permit the regulations now made by
the President to remain in force and effect so far as the
veterans outside of the United States are concerned and to
remain in effect so far as those enjoying hospitalization are
concerned. I should like to send this proposed substitute to
the desk and have it read for the information of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Crark in the chair).
Without objection, the clerk will read, as requested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

On page 1, strike out lines 1 to 12, both inclusive, and insert in
leu thereof the following:

“The second paragraph of section 17 of title I of the act en-
titled ‘An act to maintain the credit of the United States Govern-
ment,” approved March 20, 1933, is amended to read as follows:

“*Nothing in this title shall authorize the President to reduce
by more than 15 percent the rates of compensation, pension, or
emergency officers’ retired pay heretofore authorized for death or
disability resulting from disease or Injury connected with military

or naval service, either directly or by statutory or regulatory pre-
sumption of service connection, by any law in effect on the date of
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enactment of this act; except that the provisions of this para-
graph shall not apply with respect to veterans residing outside the
limits of the continental United States or with respect to any
veteran who is being furnished hospital treatment, institutional,
or domiciliary care by the United States, or any political subdi-
vision thereof, if such veteran has neither wife, child, nor de-
pendent mother or father.'”™

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas rose.

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, before the Senator from
Arkansas cross-examines me with respect to the matter, let
me make a brief further statement regarding it. It does
not attempt to change the basic principle of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Florida [Mr., TRAMMELL].
It provides a limitation of 15 percent in cut of service-
connected pension, compensation, and retirement fee; un-
limited, however, with respect to the method by which they
have been connected. That is to say, it gives the same pro-
tection to those compensations and pensions that have been
service connected by presumption as it does to those who
have been directly connected by proof. It is noticed that
the proposal would strike from Public, No. 2 the amend-
ment known as the “ Walsh amendment ”, and would re-
place it with this language, which I think would carry into
the law every purpose of the Senator from Florida, but it
would enable the Veterans’ Administration to rerate cases
where there have been recoveries, it would enable them to
remove fraud cases, it would enable them to maintain present
regulations with respect to veterans outside of the United
States, and to maintain the proposed regulations in respect
to those men who are enjoying or receiving hospitalization.
Of course it does not deal with the question of percentage,
as suggested by the Senator from Arkansas.

I have some doubt whether it is in order, so I am wonder-
ing whether the Senator from Arkansas will not withdraw
his proposal and let me offer this one so he may then offer
his amendment with respect to the question of percentage.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the difficulty
of writing a complex bill on the floor of the Senate is well
exemplified in connection with the amendments proposed to
the independent offices appropriation bill, particularly those
relating to veterans’ allowances. It is almost impossible to
work out changes in the law that will be effective and satis-
factory. I wish to make clear the position which I occupy
on this subject.

It is fully realized that the announcements which have
been made touching some of the rules and regulations that
have been framed for the enforcement of the so-called
“Economy Act” and their application to particular cases
have created a somewhat stormy reaction in both Houses of
the Congress. Let me say in all fairness that it could not
have been reasonably expected that a subject matter of so
great importance, one which discontinues or contemplates
the discontinuance of allowances in the aggregate amount
made possible by the Economy Act, could be accomplished
without some instances of injustice, without mistakes, and
without necessity for corrections.

The President has no purpose to commit himself or his ad-
ministration to any rules or regulations that work injustices
to beneficiaries of veterans’ allowances. On the contrary, it
is his desire to make such readjustments as will eliminate
frauds, as will protect the Treasury of the United States
against expenditures that are not just, as will safeguard
fairly the rights and interests of the veterans.

We might well have foreseen that the matter could not be
worked out to the satisfaction of everyone. We might not,
however, readily have anticipated that the cases of hard-
ship which have been described on the floors of the two
Houses would have arisen. We should have known, in our
anxiety to accomplish the general purpose of economy by
limiting veteran allowances to just and necessary cases, that
complaints inevitably would follow, and that readjustments
would become essential.

My view is that the President should be given the oppor-
tunity to work out the difficulties that have arisen; that the
Senate should not undertake, in the consideration of an
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appropriation bill, to rewrite veteran legislation; and if it
does so there probably will result mistakes which will call
for correction hereafter.

Probably no plan that we can adopt will prevent the possi-
bility of injustice in some cases, either to the Government
itself or to the veterans who are to receive benefits under
the legislation.

The adoption of the Trammell amendment is in large
measure a repeal of the Economy Act. The eagerness
demonstrated in the Senate in the matter not only illus-
trates and emphasizes a desire to correct mistakes and
errors that have been made, but it also exemplifies the cor-
rectness of the position taken, that it is very difficult—in
fact, next to impossible—for the Congress to work out these
details in legislation without reference to the action of a
committee.

I know perfectly well the sentiment that prevails here. I
know the forces that are driving to what may prove to be
mistakes, to what may result in the final defeat of the
independent offices appropriation bill; but I am taking my
measure of responsibility now by proposing that instead of
a 15-percent maximum limitation on the amount of reduc-
tion that may be made we agree to a 25-percent reduction.

There are many cases in which a maximum reduction of
25 percent may be applied without unfairness and without
injustice; and I believe every Senator here knows that there
is no sound basis for any arbitrary percentage. If we are
to adopt an arbitrary percentage limiting the reductions we
must adopt such a percentage as will permit a fair readjust-
ment in a large number of cases. In my opinion, the 15-per-
cent limitation will not accomplish that result. It will oe-
casion such expense to the Government that it will operate
in a practical sense as a repeal of the provisions of the
Economy Act having relation to veteran compensatién.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield to the Senator from
Ohio.

Mr. FESS. Without taking the time of the Senate, I
should like to state that the Senafor from Arkansas has
expressed my conviction on this particular legislation. I
should like to see some of these errors corrected; but I
should not want to vote, nor shall I vote, for any amendment
that virtually repeals the Economy Act. I should be glad to
accept the amendment the Senator from Arkansas is pro-

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I thank the Senator from
Ohio for his interruption and statement. I do not know
how the Senator from Florida [Mr. TraMMELL] considered
this matter. I know that he has given thought to the sub-
jeet. Others have done so, and the arrangement which will
be effected by the legislation we shall probably pass here
will in itself cause some measure of difficulty in its appli-
cation; but in our anxiety to respond to the pressure, which
admittedly is very great, which comes from powerful organi-
zations as well as from individuals with whom we are in
sympathy, let me suggest that we do not undo all that has
been done in an effort to readjust veteran expenditures so
as to be fair to the veterans and to the Treasury and the
taxpayers of the United States.

I know it is easily said that nothing the Congress can do
is too liberal for the men who sustained our cause when
civilization hung trembling in the balance. By describing
their sufferings and their sorrows, one can stimulate and
quicken a sense of sympathy in connection with their ap-
peals. I wish to avow myself as fairly and fully responsive
to proposals that are just and fair; but I think a maximum
limitation of 15 percent will make the Economy Act, insofar
as it relates to veteran compensation, largely ineffective. I
believe that a 25-percent maximum is a fair compromise.
Evidenftly the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CurrinGg]
thought that. I am willing, in compliance with the sug-
gestion of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNar¥yl, to have
a vote on the insertion of 25 percent instead of 15.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
a question?
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Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield fo the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr., VANDENBERG. Do I understand that the Senator’s
pending amendment has no relationship whatever to Spanish
War claims? Is it confined exclusively to World War claims?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Yes; that is my under-
standing.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Would the Senator reject the sug-
gestion submitted by the Senator from Texas [Mr, Con-
wnaLLy], if we could agree upon the 25-percent limitation, to
extend it also into the Spanish-American field?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I think there
is much force in the suggestion made by the Senator from
Oregon and by the Senator from Texas, but it occurred to
me that perhaps that could be disposed of in a separate
amendment.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think perhaps we could rather
readily agree upon the formula if the two could be put
together.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Certainly.

Mr. LONG. I think there is a separate amendment coming
on the Spanish-American War veterans anyway.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I believe it would be better
to deal with the Spanish-War veterans separately, although
it might require more time to do that; and I am anxious to
conserve time, as is also the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
McNarY].

Mr. President, believing that 25 percent is a fair compro-
mise, I ask the Senator from Florida [Mr, TrammeLL] and
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] if they do not feel
that they are in a position to accept that suggestion?

Mr. TRAMMELL., Mr,. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield to the Senator.

Mr, TRAMMELL. Of course, I appreciate the position of
the Senator from Arkansas, and the sincerity of his desire
in this matter; but I have been fighting for a provision that
the reduction should not be in excess of 15 percent. I have
given my reasons for that. My amendment does not inter-
fere with reclassification. If the condition of the veteran
has changed, the officials have a right to reclassify him.
That within itself might bring down the compensation more
than 15 percent; but I do provide in my amendment that
the burden of proof shall be upon the Government when it
attacks a man’s claim which has previously been approved
by the Board. I think we ought fo limit the reduction to
15 percent.

I cannot agree with the Senator from Arkansas that that
is destructive of the Economy Act. There are many other
provisions of that act. The amendment gives them a good
deal of latifude. I do not believe that the compensation
ought to be reduced over 15 percent, so I do not like to vote
to reduce it more than that.

I am sorry I do not feel that I could agree to that for
the purpose of having a vote on it in the Senate,

Mr. CUTTING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield fo the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. CUTTING. In view of the fact that the Senator from
Arkansas has made the statement that I must have thought
that 25 percent was a fair reduction or I would not have put
that in my amendment, I think, perhaps, he will pardon me
if I express, as briefly as possible, my exact purpose in
offering that amendment.

As the Senator from Arkansas will realize, legislation is a
matter of compromise between varying views. I offered that
amendment hastily the other day in order to serve notice, in
accordance with the rules of the Senate, that I was going to
make a motion to suspend the rules. I offered it after
hurried consultation with the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Crarx], who now occupies the chair. I thought probably
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that was the maximum that the Senate would agree to ac-
cept. I did not think that the limitation of 25 percent was
a fair limitation, I much prefer the limitation of 15 percent.
I should much prefer, Mr. President, no reduction at all
I am one of the people who do not believe that there was a
single fair line in the so-called “ Economy Act.” I believe
it was the most infamous act ever passed by the Congress
of the United States. I believe it ought to be repealed from
top to bottom. When I offered the amendment, however, I
was merely trying to get what I thought the Congress would
be willing to accept; and I do not wish to be quoted as
stating or implying that that was a fair measure of justice
to the disabled veterans.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I have nob
tried to analyze the mental processes of the Senafor from
New Mexico. As stated a few moments ago, I did assume
that he thought 25 percent was a fair compromise, or he
would not have committed himself to it by offering it. If is
rather an anomalous situation that the Senator so com-
pletely repudiates his own proposal; but that is a matter
that addresses itself to his own discretion. It seems to me
that 25-percent maximum is a fair compromise; but I assume
from what has been said that it will be necessary to take a
vote on the matter.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Arkan-
sas yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ar-
kansas yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Certainly,

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I wish to attract the atten-
tion of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VanpENBERG] and
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Roemson] in view of the
colloguy between them respecting the omission of the Span-
ish-American War soldier. The eminent Senator from Ar-
kansas correctly ascribes what might result from that,
namely, that it might produce a class of claims where
there was not an immediate connection between the illness
and the service, known as the “service-connected disability ”,

I take the liberty of calling to the attention of both Sen-
ators to whom I refer the fact that as to the Spanish-
American veterans we take into consideration the fact
that the service of the soldiers was in the Tropics. The very
service itself was disease. When the soldiers returned, it
took a year before that disease fook on a form which made
them utterly incapable of self-support. Therefore, they
cannot come within the law which applies to World War
soldiers, and there was no law at the time existing such as
we have now, and since eminent Senators have no desire to
omit them, but, on the contrary, desire to include them,
might we not now call atiention to the fact that the con-
nected liability of the service which applies to the World
War cannot make its application to the Spanish-American
War veteran, but that he ought to be included in the pend-
ing amendment, upon the theory that his service itself, in
the land where it was given, with the natural result that
would follow from it, makes the liability connection?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, if the Senator will
permit me, that was precisely my idea. I entirely agree
with the Senator, and my only thought was that perhaps
we could combine all forces and put the 25-percent limi-
tation in, and vote upon one motion, both upon the theory
of the Senator from Arkansas and the theory of the Sena-
tor from Illinois, to which I heartily subscribe.

Mr. LEWIS. I was calling the attention of the Senator
from Arkansas to the fact—knowing how pressed he was—
that he probably had not had his attention called to why
the Spanish-American War veteran could be included here
without a violation of the general law.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, of course
the Spanish-American War pensions are on & different
basis from those of the World War veterans, and, in my
opinion, it would be quite difficult to incorporate in the bill
on the floor a provision which would be satisfactory in
regard to the Spanish War veterans. I will move an
amendment to the text of the Trammell amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has already
offered one amendment. Does he withdraw that? *

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not now propose the
substitute. I offer now the original amendment I proposed:
On line 8, to strike out “ 15" and to insert *“ 25.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas
offers an amendment, which the clerk will report.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, of course it is not in order to
amend the Senator’s substitute, because that would be an
amendment in the third degree, unless the Senator would
modify his amendment to include my amendment, which
would take care of the veterans past the age of 62, which
amendment I had printed and offered. I may say to the
Senator that I want to modify my own amendment to in-
clude the regulation, which I think is entirely proper, namely,
that this shall not apply when any veteran gets a thousand
dollars if he is a single man, or $2,500 if he is married or has
dependents.

Mr. STEIWER. A parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. STEIWER. Am I not right in my understanding that
the Senator from Arkansas did not offer his substitute, but
merely offered an amendment to the amendment proposed
by the Senator from Florida?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As the Chair understands
the matter, the Senator from Arkansas had his substitute
read for the information of the Senafe, and has not yet
offered the substitute.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I may offer it later. If I
may have the opportunity, while the Senate proceeds with
its discussion of the matter, to consider the amendment of
the Senator from Washington [Mr. DiiL] having relation-
ghip to Spanish War veterans, I may revise the substitute so
as to include that amendment, in compliance with sugges-
tions which have been made. I yield the floor for the
present.

Mr. TRAMMELL. A parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. TRAMMELL. The question now is on the amend-
ment which I proposed, providing for a reduction not to
exceed 15 percent. The Senator from Arkansas proposes
to increase that figure and make it 25 percent, so that it
would be 25 percent instead of 15 percent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas is to strike out the numeral “ 15” and
jnsert in lieu thereof the numeral * 25.”

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, inasmuch as considerably
more than two thirds of the Senate has already voted to
suspend the rules to vote on the 15-percent reduction, I
hope there will be no change in this amendment. I would
feel better if we reduced salaries 25 percent and the com-
pensation of wounded soldiers 15 percent than to reduce
salaries of $10,000 employees only 15 percent and reduce
the soldiers’ compensation 25 percent. I ask for the yeas
and nays on this.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoB-
inson] to the amendment of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
TrammeLL]. The yeas and nays have been demanded. Is
the demand sufficiently seconded?

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McADOO (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. DALE],
who is not present. I do not know how that Senator would
vote, and I therefore withhold my vote. If I could vote, I
should vote “ yea.”

Mr. PATTERSON (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from New York [Mr.
WacenerR}). I understand that if he were present he would
vote “ yea.” If I felt free to vote, I should vote “ nay.”

Mr. LEWIS (when Mr. Smite’s name was called). I an-
nounce the absence of the senior Senator from South Caro-
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lina [Mr. Smrta] on official business, and ask that this
announcement stand for the day.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HEBERT. I desire to announce a general pair be-
tween the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Hastines] and the
Senator from North Carclina [Mr. BarLey]l, I am informed
that if the Senator from Delaware were present he would
vote “nay ” on this question.

I also desire to announce that the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Noreeck] is necessarily absent. If present, he
would vote “nay.”

Mr. LEWIS. I desire to announce that the senior Senator
from Utah [Mr. Kmnc] is absent attending a committee
meeting. If present, he would vote * yea.”

I also desire to announce that the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. Locan] has a general pair with the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Davisl. 3

I wish to announce the absence on official business of the
following Senators: Mr. AsEURsT, Mr. BuLow, Mrs. CARAWAY,
Mr. GeorGe, Mr. Gorg, Mr. HarrisoN, Mr. Pirrman, Mr.
WaGNER, and Mr, TroMmAs of Oklahoma.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I have not voted because I
have a pair with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. HAsTINGS].
I am informed that it has been announced that if present
the Senator from Delaware would vote * nay ” on this ques-
tion. If I were permitted to vote, I should vote “ yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 25, nays 51, as follows:

YEAS—25
Adams Connally Glass Btephens
Bankhead Coolldge Hayden Thompson
Barkley Dickinson Eendrick Tydings
Bratton Dieterich Lewis Walsh
Brown Dill McNary
Byrd Fess Robinson, Ark.
Byrnes Fletcher Sheppard

NAYS—51
Austin Duffy McCarran Russell
Bachman Erickson McGill Schall
Earbour Frazler McEellar Bhipstead
Black Goldsborough Metcalf Bteiwer
Bone Hale Murphy Thomas, Utah
Borah Hatfleld Neely Townsend
Bulkley Hebert Norris Trammell
Capper Johnson Nye Vandenberg
Carey Eean Overton Van Nuys
Clark Keyes Pope Walcott
Copeland La Follette Reed Wheeler
Costigan Lonergan Reynolds White
Cutting Long Robinson, Ind.

NOT VOTING—20

Ashurst Dale Hastings Patterson
Balley Davis King Pittman
Bulow George Logan Smith
Caraway Gore McAdoco Thomas, Okla.
Couzens Harrison Norbeck Wagner

So the amendment of Mr. Rosinson of Arkansas to Mr.
TraMMELL'S amendment was rejected.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I offer an amendment in
the nature of a substitute for the amendment of the Senator
from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Texas
offers an amendment in the nature of a substitute for the
amendment of the Senator from Florida, which the clerk
will report.

The Cuier CLErRg. In lieu of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. TrammerL] it is proposed to insert
the following:

Notwithstanding any of the provisions of the act approved
March 20, 1933, entitled “An act to maintain the credit of the
United States Government,” in no event shall World War service-
connected disability compensation of any veteran or the pension
of any veteran of a war prior to the World War be reduced more
than 25 percent of the rate being received prior to March 15,
1933, subject to regulations as to payments to unmarried persons
with incomes exceeding $1,000 or to married persons or to persons
with minor children whose annual income exceeds $2,500.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this amendment, as I under-
stand, purports to do what the Senator from Arkansas
sought to do by his amendment in the case of all veterans,
except those of the Spanish-American War, and to limit the
reduction that may be made to 25 percent. If I understand
correctly, what the Senator is proposing to do is to provide
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a substitute that would prohibit a reduction of more than
25 percent being made in the case of all veterans?

Mr. CONNALLY. For service-connected disabilities.

Mr. LONG. For service-connected disabilities.

Mr. President, we have, apparenily, by an overwhelming
vote, reached the conclusion that we will not permit a re-
duction below 15 percent in World War veterans’ compensa-
tion, and we expect that an amendment will be offered pro-
viding the same thing for the veterans of the Spanish-Amer-
ican War.

Mr, CONNALLY. That is in the amendment I have of-
fered. g

Mr. LONG. I know; but we do not want to vote to permit
a reduction of 25 percent. I think we would be in sympa-
thy with the Senator if he would make it 15 percent. The
Senate is pretty well on record, since it did not consider it
wise to reduce its own salaries by more than 15 percent,
that it cannot afford fo cut the men who were wounded in
the Army more than that amount. That seems to be the
position of the Senate. So I was hoping the Senator from
Texas might withhold his amendment and support a later
amendment, which is going to be offered, to do exactly the
same thing for the Spanish-American War veterans that we
hope to do for the World War veterans by the amendment
of the Senator from Florida.

I do not know just what the substitute proposed by the
Senator from Oregon proposes. As I understand, it has not
as yet been offered. May I ask the Senator from Oregon
if the amendment in the nature of a substitute which he
intends to propose covers only World War veterans or does
it cover the case of soldiers who served in the Spanish-
American War and in the Philippines?

Mr., STEIWER. It covers all service-connected disabil-
ities of veterans of all wars, whether directly connected or
presumptively connected; that is fo say, so far as we have
discussed the compensation of World War and the Spanish-
American War veterans; but there is one class of Spanish-
American War veterans not covered by the proposal which T
had read a litfle while ago, and that is those Spanish-Ameri-
can War veteranswhose disabilities are not service connected,

Mr. CONNALLY obtained the floor.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas
yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. May we again have read the amendment
in the nature of a substitute offered by the Senator from
Texas? I was confused from the way in which it was read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the clerk
will again read the amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the Senator from Texas.

The CHier CrLErx. In lieu of the amendment offered by
the Senator from Florida it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing:

Notwithstanding any of the provisions of the act approved
March 20, 1933, entitled “An act to maintain the credit of the
United States Government ", in no event shall World War service-
connected disability compensation of any veteran or the pension
of any veteran of a war prior to the World War be reduced more
than 25 percent of the rate being received prior to March 15, 1933,
subject to regulations as to payments to unmarried persons with
incomes exceeding $1,000 or to married persons or to persons with
minor children whose annual income exceeds $2,500.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, the purpose of this
amendment is to get results rather than to make a gesture.
The 15-percent amendment of the Senator from Florida for
which Senators are contending will never get results. I
believe I speak advisedly when I say that in the final analy-
sis—it may get the result here today; it may get the notice
of the newspapers—but when all is over and the smoke of
battle is cleared, the veferans will not get it. I had rather
vote for an amendment preventing a cut of more than 25
percent and have it become law so that the veterans may
get 75 percent of their old rate, than to read a newspaper
story to the effect that I voted not to cut the veterans’
compensation below 15 percent, and then not let the vet-
erans get anything.
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Mr, CUTTING. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr, CUTTING. I agree with the Senator in everything
he has said; but why does he assume that it is impossible
to limit the cut to 15 percent and possible to restrici it to
25 percent? i

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator, I hope, is a practical
statesman, and we know that this amendment has got to
go over several hurdles before it becomes a law. It has
to go back to the other House; after it shall have been
acted upon there it has got to go to the White House; after
it goes to the White House it will probably be referred to
the Veterans' Bureau; and the Senator knows what tremen-
dous influence the advice of that Bureau will have upon
fhe final action upon this bill. I have just as great sym-
pathy as has any Senator upon this floor for the disabled
service-connected veterans, but they will be glad to have an
act limiting their cut to 25 percent; they will be happy to
receive it. Why not let us be practical? Why not let us
do something that we can hope to accomplish, rather than
simply to spend a lot of time in making gestures that may
not accomplish the result?

What does my amendment provide? My amendment pro-
vides that in the administration of the veterans' law, not-
withstanding any provision of the National Economy Act,
veterans having service-connected disability compensation—
not the men whose disabilities are non-service-connected,
but the service-connected disability cases—shall not be cut
more than 25 per cent. It further provides that in the case
of Spanish-American War veterans, not simply those above
the age of 62, but all Spanish-American War veterans who
were on the rolls, who were adjudged by the Government
to have been disabled, who were adjudged by the Govern-
ment to have been entitled to a pension, shall under this
bill, if it shall become a law, not be reduced more than 25
percent. It is putting them upon the same plane with the °
World War veterans.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. HATFIELD. Not all the Spanish-American War vet-
erans drawing pensions have service-connected disabilities.

Mr, CONNALLY. No; I shall say to the Senator that
some of them are not service connected, because in the old
days there was no difference, under the law, befween a serv-
ice-connected disability and a non-service-connected dis-
ability. Those veterans whose cases have been settled, and
who are lawfully on the rolls under the old law, would be
left there and could not be cut more than 25 percent. They
have all been adjudged to be worthy cases; the pensioners
have all been adjudged to have been disabled. The records
are not now available; and there is not one Spanish-Ameri-
can War veteran in a hundred who if he had today to prove
service connection for his disability could do it.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield further to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. HATFIELD. The Spanish-American War veterans
with service-connected disabilities represent 12! percent
of the total number; those who cannot prove service con-
nection represent 871 percent.

Mr. CONNALLY. Exactly.

Mr. HATFIELD. How many of the 87!, percent would
the amendment of the Senator from Texas take care of?

Mr. CONNALLY. If would take care of all of them. If
they were on the rolls and had been adjudged to have been
entitled to pension, they would stay on the rolls and the
cut could not be over 25 percent.

Let me suggest to the Senator from West Virginia that
most of the Spanish-American War veterans are getiing old.
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Old-age pensions are now being advocated. Here is a vet-
eran who has become old; he is disabled, and the Govern-
ment has determined that he was disabled. In his declining
years, why cut him off simply because after more than 30
years he cannot go back and get the records of his service
in the Spanish-American War to prove that his disability
was caused by his service in that war?

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Texas yield further?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas further yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. CONNALLY. I shall yield in just a moment.

Under the pension laws when these men went on the rolls
there was no requirement of the law that a disability be
service connected. Consequently those soldiers made no
effort to service connect their disability; then it was not
required. Now, years and years afterward, when the rec-
ords are not available, to require such a soldier to do some-
thing which he ought, perhaps, have been required to do
away back yonder, would be unjust and unfair. Now I
yield to the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. HATFIELD. Not only is the Spanish-American War
soldier growing old but he became diseased because of the
exposure to typhoid fever and dysentery, the seeds of which
still remain in his body, and in many instances are only
manifesting themselves at the present time in the period of
his old age.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator is exactly right. Those
who served under the Philippine’s scorching sun or in the
swamps of Cuba could not go up to the medical office the
day they contracted an infection and say, “ Doctor, I am
service-connected disabled.” Years afterward, in time of
peace after they came back home and were integrated into
the civilian population of the country, the germs of the dis-
ease and the seeds of illness sowed in their bodies under
the Tropics and in the swamps began to germinate and
. propagate and develop in that soldier. The Congress passed

no Spanish-American War pension act until 22 years after
that war, and when the Congress did pass such an act, it did
not require that the soldiers prove service connection, but
the Government said, “ Here is a veteran of 20 years and
more ago; today he is physically disabled so that he can-
not perform manual labor, and the Government, out of its
bounty, will award him a slight pension.” Now, years after
his case was proven, years afterward, when the proofs are
no longer available, it is unjust for a great and generous
Government to insist that that veteran shall go back to the
bread line .unless he can resurrect some medical records,
when there were no medical records.

Senators will remember in the Spanish-American War
how inadequate were the hospital facilities; they will re-
member how poor the medical service was; they will remem-
ber how inefficient was the administrative machinery of that
war; and it is now physically impossible for those veterans
to obtain proof of the service connection of their disabilities.

Let me appeal to Senators. There will be many amend-
ments offered here. This is one amendment upon which
we can all stand. This is one amendment which will get
results. This is one amendment that will take care of the
World War veterans and also will take care of the Spanish-
American War veterans. If Senators want to get results, if
they want to do something substantial for the World War
veterans, accept this 25 percent cut and do not insist upon
only 15 percent, which cannot ever be attained.

Mr, FLETCHER. Mr, President, the Senator stated that
his amendment provides for a cut of 25 percent.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is the limitation.

Mr. FLETCHER. Then it does not provide that a cut
must be made?

Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, no. The Senator from Florida is
right. He makes a very pertinent observation. The amend-
ment does not automatically make the cut. The amend-
ment is a limitation upon the power of the President and
the Veterans’' Administration and provides that they shall
not make a cut of more than 25 percent.
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Mr. LEWIS. Not that there shall be a cut, but if there is
a cut it shall not be in excess of 25 percent.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Illinois, with his
usual perspicacity and alertness, calls my attention to the
fact that the effect of the amendment is not to require a
cut, but if there is to be a cut it shall not exceed 25 percent.
I thank the Senator from Illinois for his illuminating
suggestion.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. GEORGE. I wish to inquire if the Senator’s amend-
ment now pending provides for the continuance of pensions
to widows and dependents?

Mr. CONNALLY. It does; to veterans or their widows or
dependents. It expressly so provides.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr, President, will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr, CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I should like to ask the Senator for
an interpretation of his own language. Section 18 of the
Economy Act makes a specific 10 percent reduction in Civil
War pensions. Would the language of the Senator’s amend-
ment go back to the Civil War?

Mr. CONNALLY. It would not. My amendment simply
provides the veterans of prior wars shall not be cut more
than 25 percent. It would not in any wise refer to those
cuts, because they are specific. It would not repeal that
section. It is not my purpose to repeal that section.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator
from Texas what effect this would have on the pensions of
Spanish-American War veterans?

Mr. CONNALLY, Not exceeding 25 percent cut.

Mr, McKELLLAR. But how much in money would they be
affected? What do they now get under the regulations?

Mr. CONNALLY., Under the maximum they gat $60, and
then $45, and then $35, and then $25. Those are the four
classifications. The maximum would be $60 less 25 percent,
which would be $45; then $45 less 25 percent, and so on
down.

Mr. McKELLAR.

Mr. CONNALLY.

Mr. McKELLAR.
regulations?

Mr. CONNALLY. Under presenf regulations more than
half of them go off the rolls entirely and most of the others
get only $8.

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course that is indefensible. It seems
to me we ought to do justice by the Spanish-American War
veterans.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield. 2

Mr. FESS. As I understand the Senator’s amendment,
the maximum reduction is 25 percent. If there are serious
cases, such as have been presented to us in the last 2
days, they need not be reduced at all?

Mr. CONNALLY., The Senator is correct.

Mr. FESS. Or they may be reduced along the line from
zero to 25 percent?

Mr. CONNALLY, The Senator is correct. Under my
amendment no one need be reduced at all unless the Presi-
dent and the Veterans' Administration decide to reduce him.
If they do reduce him, he is to be reduced not exceeding 25
percent.

Let me appeal to Senators who are supporting the 15-per-
cent cut to vote for this substitute of mine. It is well
considered. On March 15, 1933, when the economy bill was
pending, I offered substantially this pending amendment,
and had it been adopted then we should not have had the
chaos and cruel injustices that have arisen in prospect
under the regulations of the Veterans' Administration.

That is, if the amendment is adopted?
Yes.

What would they get under the present
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Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr, RUSSELL. I am very much in sympathy with what
the Senator is saying. I supported his amendment origi-
nally when offered to the Economy Act. I would like to in-
quire if the 25-percent limitation applies to direct service-
connected cases and to presumptive cases or only to the
direct service-connected cases?

Mr. CONNALLY. The language is * service-connected
cases,” I am not prepared to say how that language would
be construed. Even though it applies only to direct service-
connected cases, it is so much better than what we have,
it is so much metter than what we are going to get unless
we unite on some amendment, that I hope the Senator will
support the amendment in its present form. The presump-
tive cases can be worked out by the Veterans’ Bureau, we
hope in a liberal spirit; but let us not divide our counsel;
let us not break up our ranks. Here is a chance to put this
amendment over, and if Senators will not insist on the 15-
percent cut only, we shall accomplish something; but if
some of us vote for 15 percent and some vote for 25 percent,
we may finally adopt the 15-percent cut, and that is the
last we will probably ever hear of it.

Mr. RUSSELL, I want to say to the Senator from Texas
that I am going to support his amendment regardless of the
final form it takes. I think it is a logical sclution of the
entire matter. But I wonder if the Senator from Texas
would not modify his amendment by inserting the word
“direct ’? In order to avoid any possibility of confusion,
I wonder if the Senator would not accept a modification
inserting the word “ direct ”?

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes; I will accept that modification.
Let it read “ direct service-connected.” I know the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] is a sincere friend of the vet-
erans, since he has been State commander of the American
Legion of Georgia.

Mr. President, I have said all I want to say on the subject,
but I do want to impress Senators with the seriousness of
the situation. The time is here now to act, to act together;
and if we do, we shall put this over. But if we divide over
15 percent and 25 percent, we may improve our own par-
ticular political fortunes, but we are going to harm the vet-
erans whom we are trying to aid.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield.

Mr, DILL., I want to make this suggestion to the Sen-
ator from Texas, It was made to me a moment ago by
another Senator. The sentiment that exists in the Congress
now against the Veterans’ Administration and its regulations
is due to the fact that those who wrote the regulations went
crazy, figuratively speaking. They went beyond all reason
in their reductions. We are likely here, in {rying to adopt
the 15-percent reduction only, to lose the support of the
country and lose the very thing we are trying to accomplish.
I believe the country will look upon a 25-percent reduction
as a decent reduction. I think the veterans will accept it as
a decent reduction, and I think if that provision is put in
the bill it will stand. If we make a 15-percent reduction and
have a Presidential veto, I do not know what will happen,
and no one else knows what will happen.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator is right. The country will
support us if we make a 25-percent reduction. The veterans
will be happy to accept that sort of an amendment. If we
insist on cutting off only a small amount and the President
should veto the bill, the country will rally to the support of
the President and will condemn the Congress for under-
taking to antagonize his policy.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield.
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Mr. HEBERT. I want to propound this inquiry to the
Senator from Texas. Has he agreed to the suggestion of
the junior Senator from Georgia [Mr. RousserL] to make
this apply to direct service-connected disabilities?

Mr, CONNALLY., Yes; I agreed to that.

Mr. HEBERT. Does not the Senator think that will
restrict his amendment very materially?

Mr. CONNALLY. It will, but I accepted the modification
in deference to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. HEBERT. Moreover, will it not be more difficult in
many cases to prove direct service connection?

Mr. CONNALLY. There are thousands of those cases
that are on record as direct service-connected.

Mr, HEBERT. But there are thousands that are not, and
it would be impossible for the veterans to prove direct
service connection. It would be doing an injustice fo those
men.

Mr. CONNALLY. Will the Senator from Rhode Island
support the ameridment if that word is eliminated?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes; I will support the amendment if
that change is made. ]

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, in making the suggestion
to the Senator from Texas I made the statement that I
would support his amendment whether this word is added
or not.

Mr, CONNALLY. In view of the very practical considera-
tion now appearing to the Senator from Texas, I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw the modification and leave the
amendment in its original form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Texas
may modify his amendment as he desires.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. GEORGE. I desire to call the Senator’s attention
to his amendment. I merely want to call attention to the
fact that the amendment as now offered provides only for
the compensation of any veteran or the pension of any
veteran of a war prior to the World War.

Mr. CONNALLY. In another draft it covered widows and
dependents, and I ask unanimous consent to modify the
amendment to include widows of veterans and their de-
pendents.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has a right to
modify his own amendment.

Mr. CONNALLY, I shall modify it in that manner.

Mr. McGILL., Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Dces the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. McGILL. I should like to ask the Senator from Texas
a question. The amendment offered by the Senator from
Texas contains the following provision:

Subject to regulation as to payment to unmarried persons with
incomes exceeding $1,000 or to a married person or person with
minor children whose income exceeds $2,500.

I should like to inquire of the Senator from Texas who is
to ascertain those facts in order to enforce the regulation?

Mr. CONNALLY. The Veterans' Bureau promulgated the
regulations and, of course, they would be charged with the
administration of them.

Mr. McGILL. Will they not be required to keep books on
practically every veleran or every widow of a veteran in this
country?

Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, no. I am sure they could require a
return from a veteran just as we require a return with ref-
erence to incomes for the purpose of income taxes. It
would be simple. They could require a sworn statement
from the veteran which would be accepted in the absence
of proof of fraud or some other improper motive. That
would not be a difficult matter.

Let me say to the Senator from Kansas that I am includ-
ing that provision in the amendment not because I approve
it but because those are the regulations, and I want to go




4820

along with the Veterans' Administration just as far as I can.
If a single man has $1,000 independent income, I am willing
for him to forego his pension if by so doing we can get a
pension for the veteran who has no income at all and who is
disabled.

If a married man has an income of $2,500 a year, I am
willing that he shall lose his pension if by losing it we are
able to get a pension for a disabled comrade who has no
income, and is physically disabled and incapable of earning
a livelihood.

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield
just a moment further, suppose a single man receives a
compensation of $900 a year, but does not quite receive
$1,000. His compensation or pension could not be reduced
more than 25 percent.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is true.

Mr. McGILL. In other words, it would be advantageous
to him to earn a little less than $1,000 annually.

Mr. CONNALLY. I shall say to the Senator that that is
a difficulty we shall encounter in any administration of the
law. I am adopting that simply as a practical proposition,
not to encounter any more opposition than is unavoidable
from the administration and from the Veterans’ Bureau. I
want results. I want this amendment adopted, and I be-
lieve that in its present form it can be adopted; but if we
mutilate it, we shall not get it adopted.

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, I feel that the amendment
is far more impracticable with the provision in it to which
I have called attention than it would be with the provision
eliminated.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I wish to say a few
words with regard to the amendment I have proposed. I
desire first to suggest that we add, at the conclusion of that
amendment for which the substitute has been offered, the
following:

Provided, That Spanish-American War veterans shall not be
required to make proof of service-connected disability,

I do that to meet the suggestion made by the Senator
from Texas [Mr. ConnaLLyY]. Of course, the President, in
his instructions—at least I presume they are instructions,
because they are carried forward in the regulation—had
advised that there should be a presumption of service-con-
nected disability in Spanish-American War cases. How-
ever, in practical operation the instructions have not been
carried out in just that way. I propose to modify my
amendment as I have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida
modifies his amendment. The question is on the amend-
ment, in the nature of a substitute, proposed by the Senator
from Texas [Mr. ConnaLry] for the amendment offered by
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I desire to say a few
words on that subject.

Throughout my career in this body I have observed Sen-
ators who felt that a situation was not going just as they
preferred to have it go, getting up on this floor and trying
to intimidate Senators into voting as they wished to have
them vote by threats of what would happen to the measure
if it was not as they willed it to be.

That is frue in this instance of the Senator from Texas
[Mr. ConnaLLyl, Of course, it is a great pity that nothing
can go through here in regard to legislation to help the
veterans unless it meets the entire approval of my good
friend from Texas. I do not know where he gets his in-
formation that a measure which provides not exceeding 15-
percent reduction cannot ever become a law, but a measure
which provides 25-percent reduction he thinks will become
a law. I have heard statements of that kind made on this
floor many times. I think the Senator from Texas is a good
friend of the veterans; but I do not understand why the
Senator has not actively supported and tried to foster in this
body a measure or amendments which provided for a 25- or
30-percent decrease of salaries to civilian employees who
were drawing salaries of ten or fifteen thousand dollars per
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annum, and now says that we ought to amend the law so
that we can reduce the veterans 25 percent.

I want to be consistent. My amendment for a graduated
reduction in governmental salaries failed. I believe we
should have reduced the big salaries in a larger percentage;
but if this amendment, in the form in which the Senator
from Texas has sent it to the desk, will meet with the
approbation of the Veterans' Bureau, the other would just
as well meet the approbation of the Veterans’ Bureau.

As far as I am concerned, I am getting tired of and dis-
gusted with the bureaucratic control of Congress by the Vet-
erans’ Bureau or any other bureau. Some people want fo
allow them to dictate everything, Just as man to man I
have a respect, of course, for those gentlemen up there. I
would have had a great deal higher respect for some of
them, however, if it had not been for the travesties of jus-
tice and of good ethics involved in their maintaining at big
salaries a number of Army officers who were drawing large
retirement pay. When it came to those people it was all
right, in their estimation, to have no reduction of their com-
pensation through the Veterans’ Bureau. We know of the
disgrace and the travesty which arose in the investigation
of the Veterans’ Bureau here a few years ago. I do not
remember the figures; but, to take a typical case, an officer
is on retirement pay at about $6,000 a year. He goes into
the Veterans’ Bureau, and they pay him $8,000 or $10,000 a
year in addition to his retirement pay. So I do not rely too
much upon the judgment of people of that conception of
public duty.

I believe almost every Senator here knows that the atti-
tude of the Veterans’ Bureau and the Director of the Budget
has not been generous and sympathetic toward the veteran.
It was, however, generous and sympathetic toward the re-
tired officer with his $6,000 or $7,000 of retirement pay
to the extent that they gave him a salary of $8,000 or
$10,000 additional.

When I go to some source from which to get informa-
tion for my guidance, I shall not seek that information and
guidance from the Veterans’ Bureau. Their record does not
justify me in doing so. The whole cause of this discussion,
the whole reason that we have before us the very problem
which is now confronting us, is not on account of any
Member of the Senate or the House of Representatives that
I know anything about. It is on account of the abuses of
the Veterans’ Bureau and the Director of the Budget, who
cooperated with them in making these unreasonable regu-
lations and these ridiculous and outrageous reductions in
compensation.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. TRAMMELIL,. I yield.

Mr. LONG. As I understand the Senator from Texas, if
the Veterans’ Bureau does not want us to do anything, it
is not going to do any good to do it anyway. Why not just
pass a little resolution here and let us adjourn over the week-
end and let the Veterans' Bureau sit down here and write
the thing up? ‘- That would be a practical way of getting at
it, instead of spending a lot of time and money, as we are
doing now.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield; but I do not want Senators to
make speeches in my time.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator yielded to the Senator
from Louisiana to make some remarks about the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. TRAMMELL., I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. No; Mr. President, the Senator from
Louisiana did not understand the Senator from Texas to
say anything of the kind, or to entertain any suspicion that
he has to get the consent of the Veterans’ Bureau or any-
body else. The Senator from Louisiana seems to labor under
the delusion that nothing can happen here unless he con-
sents to it; and his subconscious mind probably drew some
deduction that the Senator from Texas was operating in
the reverse in some sort of fashion,
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield.

Mr. LONG. The Recorp will show that the Senator from
Texas took up 30 minutes’ time not only saying in exact
words but saying in substance also that he was going fo
give us a bill that the Veterans' Bureau would allow us to
have. That is what the distinguished Senator from Texas
said; and he has nodded “yes” fo what I have just said.

In line with what the distinguished Senator has just said,
I do not want my friend from Florida and others of us to
be laboring here in vain. Let us just send this thing down
to the Veterans’ Bureau; and if they do not want to come
up here, let them send us word, or let them come up here
and write the thing out. Why not admit that we are not
running the Senate any more; that we are running under
the squint-eyed, two-bit, 2-by-4 Veterans’ Bureau skinflint
politicians that have been brought in here to run us?
[Laughter in the galleries.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair must admonish
the occupants of the galleries that any demonstrations of
approval or disapproval of the proceedings on the floor are
strictly prohibited by the rules of the Senate.

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, the Senator from Louisi-
ana, in saying “ we ”, evidently employs the editorial “ we.”

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TRAMMELL, I yield for a question. I do not want
to yield for any length of time, because I want to get
through; but if it is for a question, all right. I do not yield
for a speech.

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. Will the Senator inform us how many
velerans there are on the rolls whose disabilities are directly
connected with service, so far as he knows?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do not know. I have not looked into
that.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Is there anyone here who can tell us?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do not know whether anyone here
has those data or not. I think the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. HarrieLp] did have some data upon that subject,
but I do not know whether they show that or not.

Mr. President, I do not want to be alarmed and I do
not want to be scared off the track by any suggestion that
if the legislation is not for a 25-percent reduction there is
no probability of its bringing practical results. I think
Congress is in a position where it should be consistent;
and we should not attempt to reduce the compensation of
these service-connected veterans any more than we have
reduced our own compensation. I have not liked to talk
about that. I have supported a reduction of as much as
25 percent in our own salaries; but a majority have not
done that, either in the House or in the Senate.

When I go back home, when I face the veterans—these
heroes, as I regard them, these valiant men who responded
to their country’s call without qualifications and without
limitations when they were called—I do not know how to
answer them when some of them in an audience to which
I am speaking say, “ Well, you fellows up there in Congress
would not cut your own salaries over 15 percent. Why did
you want to have a veteran's compensation or pension re-
duced as much as 25 percent? They tell me that up there
in the United States Senate this question confronted you
directly; that you could either save us from a reduction
of not exceeding 15 percent, or you could see fit to raise it
up to where they could reduce us 25 percent. Why did
yvou support the 25-percent reduction for us when you had
refused to support an amendment proposed by certain Sena-
tors in a bill proposed by another certain Senator to make
a reduction exceeding 15 percent in your own salary?”

I do not like to refer to anything about the Senate in
this discussion; but if we are going to take such an incon-
sistent attitude, I know and I forecast just how the public
will feel about it.

Senators talk about an aroused public sentiment against
the Economy Act because justice is not done the veterans of
this country. There will be—and there is brewing today—
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an aroused public sentiment against the Congress of the
United States because they do not reduce in a more substan-
tial percentage these big salaries of ten, fifteen, eighteen,
and in some instances thirty-five thousand dollars. That
sentiment is already aroused so far as the public is concerned.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—

Mr. TRAMMELIL. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Florida proposed an
amendment to his amendment with the view, I suppose, of
including the Spanish War veterans.

Mr. TRAMMELI. That was the idea—to remove the
necessity of proof. I did that to perfect my amendment in
order to meet the situation as contended for by the Senator
from Texas and some other Senators.

Mr. BORAH. The question with me is, Does the amend-
ment offered by the Senafor from Florida include as many
soldiers as the amendment of the Senator from Texas?

Mr, TRAMMELL. The amendment is as follows:

Provided, That Spanish-American War veterans shall not be re-
quired to make proof of service-connected disability.

That, of course, includes everybody who can get on the
roll under the Senator’s amendment or under this amend-
ment.

I do not see that there would be any difference in the
number that would be entitled to compensation under the
provisions of the two amendments. The only thing is I
would protect these veterans against a reduction exceeding
15 percent. When a review is attempted by the Veterans'
Bureau I would place the burden of proof upon the Govern-
ment. The Senator from Texas does not do this. The
Senator from Texas would allow their compensation to be
reduced up to 25 percent. The Senator from Texas said
otherwise, but I rather think his construction of his own
amendment is wrong. He says that the wording of his
amendment does not open the door for a reduction up to
25 percent against Civil War veterans. It does say that
veterans of all wars prior to the World War shall be sub-
ject to a reduction of as much as 25 percent. It says, nof-
withstanding the provision of the title being amended, that
there is authority given for a reduction up to 25 percent as
to the veterans of all wars prior to the World War.

The original Economy Act, title I, dealing with the ques-
tion of compensation of soldiers, and so forth, specifically
provides that there shall not be a reduction in excess of 10
percent in the case of Civil War veterans. As I construe it,
the amendment of the Senator from Texas unquestionably
repeals the limitation on the amount of reduction in the
original act for Civil War veterans, and opens the door for
a reduction of as much as 25 percent against the Civil War
veterans. It applies to all veterans of wars prior to the
World War. There are better lawyers here than myself, but
I do not think I am mistaken in my construction of the Sen-
ator’s provision as to Civil War veterans. I think it would
unquestionably repeal the provision that a Civil War vet-
eran’s pension shall not be reduced more than 10 percent,
and it would give the administration authority to reduce
their pensions 25 percent.

Mr, President, I have occupied much time on this matter
because I have taken an intense interest in it. I have been
working hard on it for 3 days in order that I might try to
do my little mite in behalf of the men of this country who
I believe deserve it, believing that their Nation owes them a
debt of gratitude, and that they should be defended, if nec-
essary, by Representatives and by Senators against the
attack, cruel as it has been, which has been directed at them
by the Veterans’ Administration, or whoever it is who has
promulgated these regulations, the application of which, in
many instances, has been cruel and brutal.

I do not want fo rely on the Veterans' Bureau particularly
to make corrections. To my mind they have already dis-
played heartlessness; they have displayed a lack of interest
in giving sympathetic treatment to our veterans; and I do
not propose to have them direct what kind of legislation
shall be enacted. I would come nearer opposing a 25-percent
proposal if I knew it came from the Veterans’ Administra-
tion instead of favoring it. I do not want to have them
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think they carry me around in their vest pocket, or have any
of these other bureaucrats around Washington entertain
such an idea. They think that as to certain Senatfors and
Representatives, whatever they say goes, and they want to
dominate and control Congress. It is time the Congress was
not only asserting its independence but performing its duty
as the Constitution of the country requires and the people of
the country expect.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, TRAMMELL., I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. As I understand it, the Senator has
modified his amendment so that the Spanish War veterans
are taken care of in the same way the World War veterans
are?

Mr. TRAMMELL., They would not have to make proof of
the service connection of their disabilities if they are on the
roll.

Mr. COPELAND. And the cut shall not be more than 15
percent?

Mr. TRAMMELL. Not exceeding 15 percent.

Mr. COPELAND. And the Senator does not require a
pauper’s oath?

Mr. TRAMMELL., Oh, no. I did intend to say something
about that, but I have been so intense in this matter that
I thought I had already talked too long.

In my State, Mr. President, ever since I entered public
life, the people and the legislative body of that State have
felt a pride in paying honor to the Confederate veterans.
We long since got away from the idea of making a pauper
list of the Confederate veterans of the State who were given
pensions. When people began to talk about a pauper list
for the Confederate veterans, it was not only resented by
the veterans themselves, but it was resented almost unani-
mously by the people of the State of Florida. We have no
pauper list there, and I do not think one should be estab-
lished here.

If the necessity is so acute and there is such a demand for
economy and the saving of money—and I think we ought
to save all possible—we can trim enough out of the very bill
to which I have offered this amendment to match all we
could possibly save by adopting as the policy of the Congress
a pauper-role requirement to be applied to the patriots and
the heroes of this country.

Mr, President, I have gone over the independent offices
appropriation bill; I have read its provisions; and I say
that we could eliminate, without hurting the public service,
items which would afford sufficient savings to more than
balance every dollar that would be saved by establishing
the pauper list proposed in the amendment of the Senator
from Texas.

The main question now is whether or not the Senate
wants to place a greater restriction upon the rights of the
veterans by allowing a decrease of 25 percent or whether
they prefer to leave open the opportunily to reduce only
15 percent.

I think Senators will thoroughly remember that this ques-
tion of limitation is not a new feature or departure in legis-
lation of this character. In former legislation we fixed a
limitation in regard to Civil War veterans. We fixed a
limitation in regard to salary reductions in the legislation,
and we fixed other limitations. Only the group of our peo-
ple who served us in war, who have been the Nation's de-
fenders, have heretofore been left without any limitation
upon what reduction may be made in their compensation
and pensions. That is the discrimination which I am try-
ing to repeal and to overcome.

Mr. COPELAND. 'Mr. President, will the Senator yield
again?

Mr. TRAMMELL, I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. The difference between these two pend-
ing matters is this, is it not? The Senator from Florida
proposes that, as to certain disabilities, whether incurred in
the World War or in a previous war, the Spanish War, for
instance, the cut shall not exceed 15 percent, which is the
cut which we imposed upon ourselves and upon employees
of the Government. That is what we have in the proposal
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of the Senator from Florida. On the other hand, we have
the proposal of the Senator from Texas, which is that there
shall be a cut of 25 percent, and then, besides that, the
requirement of a pauper oath. Am I correct?

Mr., TRAMMELL, That is correct.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senalor being a lawyer,
I should like to ask him this question: Is the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, under this amendment of the Senator from
Texas, to decide whether or not a veteran made a thousand
dollars? If so, what is to be the yardstick in determining
that fact? They can say he made a thousand dollars a year
before, and, therefore, that they will not put him on the roll.
They can say he made $83 in the month of January, and
that, therefore, they will not put him on the roll, and that
will practically make the pauper’s oath necessary.

There is something further about it. Even though we
make the figure 10 percent, the Veterans’ Administration
will make it 25 percent anyway. Do not worry about that.
In the administration of it they will make it 25 percent.
When they come to administer the act, surrounded by all
these exceptions to be included, Senators will find that far
more men will be cut 25 percent than will be cut just 15
percent in the administration of the act.

Under the amendment offered by the Senator from Texas
a man would have to prove that he could not make $1,000 a
year. If he went out the year before and worked and
made $83 a month, then he would not get any pension; but if
he does not work, he will get something in the way of a
pension. It would be far better to encourage these men to
work all they could, rather than to hook the pauper’s oath
onto the legislation, in effect telling a man he has to be able
to show that year in and year out he never made $1,000.

Just one more word about the Veterans' Administration.
My friend the Senator from Texas says that if the Veterans’
Bureau sits down on the bill the President will veto it. We
have shown here this morning that we have enough votes to
override a veto. We have voted already by about 60 to 20
to suspend the rules and to put this amendmen’ over, or
perhaps I overstated it a little and should have said 55 to
21 or 22 or 23.

Mr. President, that is not all. This is part of the inde-
pendent offices appropriation bill, and there is not so much
danger. Nor is that all. The people of this country are
demanding justice for the soldiers, and I want to say this:
That I do not think we ought to cut the salaries of Con-
gressmen from $10,000 down to $8,500, because I cannot live
and support a family on $8,500, and I do not believe any
other Member of this body is doing it in Washington if his
family lives in anything like the comfortable circumstances
in which they lived back home. But I would far rather go
back and face the American people and be able to say that I
had voted to cut our salaries 25 percent than to cut my own
salary 15 percent and cut the disabled veterans more than
15—up to as high as 25, or perhaps more than that.

Mr. President, if we feel that we are going to turn these
people over to the mercies of an administration that has
already proved itself to have been so merciless that Congress
had to pass an act in order to undo what they have done,
if, regardless of what they have done, we are going to turn
them over, under such an amendment, to that kind of an
administration, there is no use passing any law, anyway.
We voted twice on this matter, and I am hoping that Sena-
tors will not now change their minds and make the figure
25 percent, and make.a soldier take the pauper’s oath
and prove he had a pauper’s income in order to qualify at
all; but that is what the amendment of the Senator from
Texas means.

I predict that if we adopt the amendment of the Senator
from Texas we are going to arouse the public to a greater
extent than they are aroused now, because under the ex-
emptions and qualifications the bill makes it is not going
to do the soldiers very much good. It will perhaps do them
less good than what they might get without our doing any-
thing at all. I hope we will stand by the amendment of
the Senator from Florida, approval of which we have already
expressed by a vote of 2 to 1, and not nullify what a good
amendment is intended to accomplish.
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Mr. TRAMMELL., Mr. President, just one word. There
was one feature I overlooked mentioning in connection with
my amendment, that is, the feature which provides that
when the Veterans’ Administration is ready to review a
case, where the man is already on the roll with service con-
nection established, instead of requiring that poor fellow
to reestablish all over again his service connection, where it
is attacked by the Veterans’ Administration, the burden of
proof shall be upon the Government agency.

I think that is really an important feature of my amend-
ment which is not in the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I want to call to the atten-
tion of Senators the fact that not only would this amend-
ment of the Senator from Texas require a veteran o go
into court and establish his case again, and bear the burden
of proof, but it would wipe out that part of the amendment
of the Senator from Florida which undertakes fo correct
that injustice, but he has to go back all over again. There
is something else. He has not only to go through the mill
again, but he has fo prove he is not making $1,000 or cannot
inherit $1,000, and that there is no one who is going to give
him $1,000, in order to get a pension.

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, I do not cgre to detain
the Senate to debate this matter further, but I want to
make this announcement, that I have modified the language
of the proposal which I sent to the desk earlier in the
afternoon to have read, so that it now provides all the
protection that was provided at the time it was read, and,
in addition to that, contains a provision against the reduc-
tion by more than 15 percent of the pensions of the veterans
of the Spanish-American War or of the widows, orphans,
children, or dependents of such pensioners.

This proposal is substantially the proposal of the Sena-
tor from Florida [Mr, TramMmeLL], except for some changes
in language. I do not care to argue it at this time. I
speak of it merely for the reason that if the desire of the
Senate is to vote for a provision limiting the cut to 15 per-
cent, instead of 25 percent, it will have the opportunity to
do that without voting for the substitute offered by the Sena-
tor from Texas; but in case his amendment shall be voted
down, I will offer mine. Of course, if his amendment should
be agreed to, mine would not be in order.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I am sure every Senator
has been shocked by the administration of the veterans law.
I know I have been. I am nof going to take the time of
the Senate to recite cases beyond those I have already men-
tioned, but I know that Congress never intended that there
should be such radical reductions as have been made in
the cases of veterans who lost in combat both legs and per-
haps both arms or their sight. I knew that we never in-
tended to have things like that happen. No Senator ever
expected they would happen.

My feeling now, Mr, President, is that we must be very
sure that we are enacting into law terms so definite that
nobody called upon to administer the law can fail to do
justice to the veterans. I, myself, am not satisfied with the
substitute proposed by the Senator from Texas. To begin
-with, it is shocking to think that a pauper’s oath must be
taken. We have been appealed to year afier year by veter-
ans not to have such a provision in any law which we might
enact. It is humiliating to the man who has fought for his
country to have to take the oath that he is so poverty-
stricken that his income falls below the limif proposed by
the law itself.

Mr. President, the Senator from Florida has modified his
amendment in such a way as to take care of the Spanish-
American War veteran. As I view it, this group of veterans
has been oufrageously treated; and when I know that a man
who is past 70 years of age, who is almost ready to die of
heart disease, a man who was a major in the Spanish-
American War and who was wounded in that war, whose
compensation was cut down within 1 week—only last Satur-
day—from $50 to $8, I, myself, do not want to depend upon
regulations. The Senator from Texas, in his amendment,
has proposed regulations.
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Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. OverTon in the chair).
Does the Senator from New York yield to the Senator from
Texas?

Mr. COPELAND, I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Texas inserted that
provision not because he favored it, but because he thought
it would be more practicable. So far as the Senator from
Texas is concerned, he is willing to modify his amendment
and eliminate the clause about regulations.

Mr. COPELAND. I am glad to hear what the Senator has
said. We do not want any regulation provided for.

Mr, CONNALLY. If I may do so at this time, I will now
modify the amendment in that respect.

Mr, COPELAND. Mr. President, so far as I am concerned,
I shall vote for the Trammell amendment. Perhaps 15 per-
cent is not the figure which should be fixed, but after we
shall have finished this bill it must go to conference. There
will be a real conference. This country has been aroused
by the injustices and the cruelties perpetrated in the in-
terpretation of the law which we passed last spring. In
consequence of the fact that the country is aroused, the
administration is aroused. <

I would be among the last to believe that the great-
hearted President of the United States knew anything about
the cruelties imposed by these regulations; he did not know
that; he cannot know everything that is going on. But the
administration now knows that the Congress wants justice
done to the veterans who were disabled in combat during
their service.

Mr. President, we can well afford to accept the amendment
of the Senator from Florida. Then if in conference it seems
wise to change the figure from 15 percent to 20 percent or
to 25 percent, the proposition will come back to us for our
approval. The amendment proposed by the Senator from
Florida, however, is clear-cut; he who runs may read; and
there will be no doubt about how the veterans will be treated
if it shall become a law.

Mr. President, I hope that the Connally amendment will
be defeated and that the Senate may adopt the amendment
offered by the Senator from Florida.

Mr., KING. Mr. President, I have been in attendance
upon the Committee on Finance and the dirigible investiga-
tion, so that it has been impossible to be present during the
consideration of the bill now before the Senate.

I am advised, however, that amendments have been
adopted to the pending bill which will necessitate an appro-
priation of more than $160,000,000. This means a mate-
rial modification of the program of economy which it was
expected the administration would carry into effect. The
Democratic administration has been receiving no little praise
on account of the economies which it was believed were
being effected. Democratic leaders, as well as the press of
the country, have claimed that the policies inaugurated by
the President would reduce governmental expenses for the
next fiscal year at least $1,000,000,000. Much of the enthu-
siasm for President Roosevelt has grown out of the belief
that he has earnestly contended for the reduction in the
expenses of the Government and has suggested plans to
accomplish that resulf.

The people of the United States were dissatisfied with the
enormous expenses of the Federal Government under the
last administration, and they likewise were dissatisfied with
the heavy burdens of taxation which were imposed upon
them by the States and their political subdivisions. If is
not too much to say that there was a revolt against the heavy
burdens of taxation. State législatures were compelled to
inaugurate reforms in most if not all of the branches of the
State governments, and the officials in counties and munici-
palities and school districts, under the pressure of public
opinion, were likewise forced to reduce administrative ex-
penditures. During the past few years the burden of taxa-
tion throughout the United States has created resentments
and indignations among the people until many law-abiding
citizens have indulged in most violent criticisms of public
officials and of the Government itself.
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The triumphant election of Mr. Roosevelt was in part due
to the conviction that he would inaugurate reforms in the
Government and reduce its expenses. The platform of the
Democratic Party which pledged a 25-percent reduction in
the expenditures of the Government met with the hearty
approval of the people.

I repeat when I state that the people believed the promices
made in the platform; they had confidence in Mr. Roosevelt;
and the various addresses which he delivered in the cam-
paign strengthened their confidence in him. His inaugural
address confirmed the high esteem in which he was held by
the people, and they looked to him to inaugurate reforms
and carry out economic and political policies that would
lift our country from the valley of depression and restore
prosperity to the people. That he has earnestly addrecsed
himself to accomplish the promises made by the party, all
must concede. His leadership has been unchallenged, and
measures which he has supported have won the approval
of the people. Of course no party can avoid errors, and no
leader no matter how great he may be, will prove infallible.
But it must be conceded that the measures adopted by the
administration arrested dangerous forces which threatened
the integrity of our industrial and political system. It is
not too much to say that he turned the tide of disaster and
converted sinister forces into instruments of progress and
victory.

Speaking in a general way and without having in mind
the provisions of the bill before us, I beg leave to suggest that
there must be no faltering upon the part of the Democrats
in carrying to fruition those measures and policies that will
revive business, restore confidence, and bring concord, peace,
and happiness to the people of our country.

The overwhelming victory gained by the Democrats at the
last election imposes serious and solemn obligations upon the
Democratic Party. History is replete with examples of great
victories being turned into defeats by reason of the follies
and blunders of the victors. The Democratic Party cannot
assume that its great victory will carry the party forward
indefinitely to succeeding successes and triumphs unless the
members of the party individually and in their corporate
form hold high the standard of justice and execute sound
and rational policies.

The party, to commend the confidence of the people, must
live up to high standards of morality and justice; it must
possess courage and resoluteness; it must execute plans rest-
ing upon solid foundations; it must not be a party of oppor-
' tunism or be led by every wind of doctrine which for the
moment may meet with current approval.

The Democratic Party has before it a heavy responsibility.
It must not depart from policies resting upon morality and
justice. It must build not alone for the present but for the
future. It must appreciate that society is not static, that
evolutionary forces operate in the economic and political
world as they find expression in the biological world.

Democracy is not a class political creed, but it is a philos-
ophy broad enough to envelope people everywhere and to
bring to them the rich fruits of progress and national and
international peace and prosperity.

Recurring to the question of economy, we must not forget
that for a number of years the Democrats have been de-
nouncing the Republican Party for its unwise and unsound
policies and for the unnecessary and indeed extravagant
appropriations made in behalf of the Federal Government.
It has been charged that the Republican Party has built up
a powerful bureaucracy, increased the number of bureaus
and Federal agencies, and added tens of thousands of names
to the list of the Federal personnel. We insisted that taxes
should be reduced, Federal expenses should be cut, and that
the Budget should be balanced.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. KING. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. If we had reduced our own salaries 25
percent, if we had applied the 25-percent reduction to the
employees of the Government, then I would take the posi-
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tion the Senator takes; but when we dealt with ourselves
we made a 15-percent cut, and we ought not to do more in
reducing service pensions than we have done in the reduc-
tion of our own salaries.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, KING, I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Senators who have made
that statement must know that the 15-percent reduction
was a uniform reduction applicable to all, and that this
amendment provides the maximum reduction which may
be made even in case of one who does not need any Gov-
ernment aid at all, and the reductions on the average may
be much less.

Mr. EKING. Mr. President, the Senator from Arkansas
has made a suitable reply to the interrogatory of the Sena-
tor from New York. More could be said showing its inap-
plicability to the bill under discussion, but I shall not be
diverted from the thesis to which I was directing my
attention.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota at
his request.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I thank the Senator. I wish to com-
pliment him for the fine addresses he has made in the Sen-
ate on the subject of economy. I know the Senator is a
humane man. I have here a memorandum showing the re-
ductions made in pensions to wounded soldiers of the last
war, and to show what the reduction means, I will read a
typical case. Gunshot wound——

Mr. KING. I do not want to yield for the Senator to
make a speech. I suggest that he make the statement in
his own time.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I wanted to ask the Senator if he
considers that it was an extravagance to cut the compensa-
tion of the wounded veteran of whom I am about to read,
in the manner in which it has been cut?

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am not discussing particular
cases, nor am I contending that some proposed reductions
in the claims and allowances and compensation of some
veterans are just. Indeed, it is quite likely, in examining
and classifying the various claims for compensation, mis-
takes have been made which call for correction. I think
before I conclude—and I shall be very brief—that the Sena-
tor’s question will have been answered, if I have not already
answered it.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Very well. I will not impose upon the
Senator.

Mr. KING., Mr. President, as I have indicated, I have
been speaking in a general way and without reference to
the bill before us or the amendments which have been
recently under consideration. It has been my purpose rather
to direct the attention of Democratic Senators to the pledges
of their party, and to impress upon both Republicans and
Democrats the importance of economy in the administration
of the Government. Notwithstanding the improved condi-
tion of the country during the past 2 or 3 months, there are
still obstacles to overcome and thorny paths to tread.

It is no easy task to rescue a patient who has been suffer-
ing for a long period and to bring back health and strength
to the afilicted one. We have been suffering for a number
of years from serious maladies which have produced a most
serious if not a dangerous condition. A restoration to health
will not come promptly, and, as I have said, we will reach
the summit only affer overcoming difficulties and encounter-
ing many vicissitudes.

Notwithstanding the heavy burdens of taxation, the
deficits during the past 3 years have been stupendous. The
deficits for 3 years will ageregate nearly $6,000,000,000. To
meet the confused situation in our country, to relieve unem-
ployment, and to provide for the destitute will require fur-
ther enormous sums. Additional borrowings will be required
by the Government if a program for economic rehabilitation
is carried out. Such a program, all agree, is imperatively
required; and yet the credit of the country and the Govern-
ment must not be impaired; its prestige must not be weak-
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ened. Reforms must be inaugurated in the Government, and
every reasonable effort must be made to reduce the operating
expenses of the country to the lowest possible level consistent
with efficiency and imperative requirements.

Responsibility rests upon the Democrats to meet the situ-
ation. If they fail they will be subject to severe criticism
and their great victory may be turned into defeat. It has
been said that the expenses of the Federal and State gov-
ernments and their political subdivisions impose tax bur-
dens upon the people greater than those which the people
of any other country are compelled to meet. Certain it
is that between 25 and 30 percent of all the earnings of
all the people of the United States during the past 3 or 4
years have been taken from them by the taxgatherers to
meet governmental expenditures. These heavy burdens are
obstacles in the pathway of economic recovery, and, there-
fore—that is the point which I am attempting to make—
every reasonable effort should be made to reduce expenses
and lessen the burden of taxation.

The people have been following President Roosevelt be-
cause they believed that he stood for economy and would
put into execution plans that would materially improve the
condition of the people, and he has received generous sup-
port in his efforts to obtain the results desired.

Mr. CUTTING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Utah yield to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. KING. I yield.

Mr, CUTTING. The Senator says that the Democratic
Party pledged that the expenses of the Government should
be reduced 25 percent. Does the Senator consider that
the Democratic Party pledged that one half of that saving
should be taken out of the disabled veterans?

Mr. KING. Mr. President, as I have stated—and the
Senator, of course, was not paying attention to what I
said, and I cannot blame him for that——

Mr. CUTTING. I have been listening with great care to
the Senator.

Mr. KING. I was not directing myself specifically to the
measure under consideration or to any of the amendments
which have been offered to the bill before us.

However, I do not hesitate to state that appropriations
have been made to individuals who were not entitled to the
same, Mr. Hoover made recommendations calling for reduc-
tions in appropriations made fto veterans in various cate-
gories. The investigations which were made by committees
of the House and Senate, in my opinion, revealed that there
should be reductions in appropriations carried in pension
and veteran appropriation bills. Some veterans were not
adequately provided for, and some were receiving compensa-
tion in excess of what was fair, and others were entitled to
no compensation. One of the purposes of the so-called
“ Economy Act ” was to enable the administration to make a
searching investigation of the entire matter, with a viei. to
correcting any injustices either to the Government or to the
veterans or to their families. The President is a man of
broad sympathies and of exalted ideals. He desires to see
that no injustice is done to anyone, and the authority con-
ferred upon him will not be abused, but, upon the contrary,
will be exercised in a manner that will meet the commenda-
tion of all patriotic and right-minded people. As I under-
stand the fact, the President and his assistants have not yet
completed their investigations under the Economy Act.
They are ready to make such adjustments and such changes
as will meet every situation and provide just and adequate
compensation to all entitled to the same.

From what I can learn I fear that some Senators have
been too impatient and have been too much inclined to
criticize the administration before knowing all the facts or
knowing just what the final judgment of the President and
his advisors will be with respect to the matters submitted
for their consideration in the economy measure heretofore
passed. I feel certain that the President’s final judgment
upon the matter referred to will measure up to the highest
.standard of justice and that no one will have any reasonable
ground to complain.
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It is quite likely that some persons will be denied all that
they demand. If has been demonstrated that some reserve
officers were not entifled to the retirement privileges and
emoluments which they have received. I think it is ad-
mitted that compensation and payments have been made
to persons who were not justly entitled to the same. In my
opinion the President will deal with this question in a sym-
pathetic and a just manner. To deny him the opportunity
to go forward and complete the task assigned to him is, in
my opinion, not the wisest course to pursue. I am willing
to trust the President in this matter, believing that his deci-
sion will meet the approval of all patriotic and fair-minded
people. But as stated, I rose not for the purpose of dis-
cussing the bill under consideration but rather to challenge
attention to the promises made by the Democratic Party and
the responsibility which rests upon that party to inaugurate
reforms in the administration of the Government and to
bring about economies that will reduce the burdens of taxa-
tion, which bear so heavily upon the people.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, solely because of the state-
ments made as to the cost which would result under the
Connally amendment if it were adopted, I want to state
that insofar as the Spanish-American War veterans are
concerned it would result in an expenditure of $65,000,000
in addition to the amount provided for by the regulations
as at present. As to the World War veterans, under the
language of the amendment as modified by the Senator
from Texas so that it now includes all presumptive cases,
it would add $105,000,000. That is a total of $170,000,000
that would be added to our pension bill by the amendment.

Mr. CONNALLY. O Mr. President, the Senator does not
mean that. The rolls have not yet been prepared under the
new regulations.

Mr. BYRNES. It would be that much more than the
estimate of the Administration based upon the regulations,
I want to state that I intend to vote for the Connally amend-
ment. I am going to do it because I believe it superior to
and wiser than the Trammell amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, this is a most regrettable
situation. It is unfortunate that these proceedings correct-
ing the alleged errors in veterans' regulations should be
taking place in the Senate without committee considera-
tion or action by the Executive. It might be well to in-
quire why we are taking the course that we are now assum-
ing as Democrats here in the Senate.

First of all, everybody was agreed in the beginning of the
administration that there was need of rigid economy in the
Federal Government and we willingly consented to give un-
limited powers to the President for the purpose of reducing
the expenses of Government. Among other powers dele-
gated him was the power to change and modify the com-
pensation and pensions of war veterans. Since the President
promulgated his regulations some weeks ago it has become
apparent to everybody everywhere, that there are certain
unmistakable injustices in those regulations. It has been
apparent for weeks even to the opponents of veterans’ bene-
fits that those regulations went too far. They are too
drastic—this is generally recognized in all quarters. The
Economy League, that fought bitterly for reduction in the
compensation of veterans, never attempted or suggested
the extreme lengths to which some of those regulations have
gone.

What is the situation now confronting me and confronting
you and you and you? Are we, knowing there is an in-
justice perpetrated, going to vote to remedy it when we
have the opportunity or not? I, for one, did not propose
all these amendments. I have been willing to wait until the
President acted by modifying the regulations. But when
Senators rise here and put the issue to me, “Are you now
going to correct these injustices or are you going to wait
and take another chance as to whether they will be cor-
rected? ” I say there is no other course for us to pursue except
the one we are now pursuing, and that is to pass upon each
of these amendments on its merits.

It is regrettable and unfortunate, and there is only one
way to prevent it, because the Senate is saturated with the




4826

feeling that through these regulations an injustice or several
injustices have been done the veterans. The way to accom-
plish the desired result is for the President to modify the
regulations. That is the much better way, the safer way,
the sounder way, than to try to legislate here without care-
fully drafting the necessary changes upon the floor of the
Senate.

To be sure my good friend the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Byrnes] has stated that the President intends to
do it, but the answer to that is, that that is the very answer

‘we got when we passed the Economy Act, that the President

would do the just thing. He intended to do if. He has indi-

‘cated that he intends to make necessary changes. The Sen-

ator from Idaho [Mr. Borarl hit the mark the other day
when he stated that was the trouble whenever we delegate
authority to another; that the man to whom we delegate it
does what he thinks is a just thing, but it is not necessarily
the thing that is just when we weigh the consensus of
opinion of 96 men. What we are confronted with now is
whether, knowing there is admitted injustice, we will ad-
journ and go back to our constituents and hear their com-
plaints and statements of discontent—and I repeat, the worst
enemies of the veterans everywhere admit there are in-
justices in these regulations—or correct them in a sensible
way.

Mr, BYRNES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr, WALSH. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. I simply want to say that I do not believe
the Senator from Massachusetts was in the Chamber today
when I made the statement, not as to what is to be done,

but the definite statement that, so far as Spanish-American

War veterans are concerned who are affected by the amend-
ment introduced by the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Diivl, the President has definitely determined that as to
those veterans there will be a fixed mimimum rate of $15,
and that as to those suffering disabilities there would be
fixed higher rates, not yet definitely determined upon, but
to be determined in the future; that the cases of presump-
tives should be considered not wholly with the idea of going
into each case to determine that some should remain and
some should not, but to place them on a basis where they
could remain and be paid some compensation on a different
basis from the directly battle-wounded veterans.

Mr. WALSH. I did not hear the statement. I know the
Senafor has been most zealous and most desirous of bring-
ing about modifications, and I think it is regrettable that the
Senator, fighting for the position of the administration here
on the floor of the Senate, should be confronted with a wave
of protest resulting from the injustices which we all admit
exists. Yet here and now is, apparently, our only chance to
correct the injustices in the absence of a proclamation by
the President before the Congress adjourns.

Mr. President, I rose simply to show what the feeling is
here what it is in the country, namely, that there are in-
justices that ought to be corrected. But this may not be
the place to correct it. The one who can correct it—the
President of the United States—ought to modify the regu-
lations and let us end this confroversy, instead of having
one amendment going to one extreme and another amend-
ment going to another extreme. We have rewritten one pro-

. posed amendment at least half a dozen times, and the end

is not yet, apparently. I am going to vote for it. The Sen-
ator says he is going to vote for it. Why is he going to
vote for it? It is because he sees it is the only chance we
have to prove that we are trying to correct these injustices
in the absence of action by the Chief Executive, who issued
the proclamations that changed existing benefits.

Mr. CUTTING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Massachusetts yield to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. WALSH. 1 yield.

Mr. CUTTING. Of course I accept every word the Sen-
ator from South Carolina says as being 100 percent in good
faith, but may I remind the Senator who is speaking that
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when the bill was under consideration he himself stated on
the floor of the Senate that the President would make no
cut and no reduction of any appreciable amount in con-
nection with the veteran whose compensation is based upon
disability as the result of direct service. Of course the
Senator was equally in good faith when he made that an-
nouncement. He was taking it from those whom he assumed
would live up to the pledges they made. The point I make is,
How can we accept any assurance which would prevent us
from doing what is the bounden duty of the legislative body?

Mr, WALSH, Mr. President, the Senator from New Mex-
ico has corroborated what I have been trying to say, that
when men say injustices have been done and the oppor-
tunity is given to correct them, they will not rely upon
promises of what may happen in the future. They are
going to act when their action can change an injustice into
an act of justice. Therefore, I say that what we ought to
do is to adjourn now and come back Monday, and let the
President in the meantime make the modifications that he
feels and that we feel and that I am sure his advisers must
feel are necessary in order to correct the errors and yet not
destroy the principle of economy that we are all desirous
of upholding to reasonable limits. The regulations can be
modified reasonably and cautiously and intelligently, and
the one person who can do it is the President by proclama-
tion which would remove these injustices.

Am I stating what is in the interest of the administration
or what is in the interest of the soldier or what is in the
interest of the country, or am I simply here protesting and
criticizing without offering anything constructive?

Mr,. DILL. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Massachusetts yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr, WALSH. I yield.

Mr. DILL. I want to say to the Senator that it is my
understanding that the administration is unable to revise
these regulations at this time, so we are told.

Mr. WALSH. I do not want fo criticize the administ;ra.-
tion, but I believe they have discovered the injustices that
every man on this floor has discovered and I believe they
will make the necessary changes. But the Congress is impa-
tient and will not delay.

Mr. DILL. They admit there are injustices, but they say
they cannot make the changes immediately. It seems to
me the Senate can well indicate here and now by this
amendment that we propose that at least they shall not
go above 25 percent in any of these cases. That is a fair
and just and reasonable propcsal indicating our view of
how the Economy Act should be administered.

Mr. WALSH. Does the Senator believe, in view of what
he has seen in the Chamber today, that the Senate is going
to stop with this amendment?

Mr. DILL. I do not know. I rather think it will if it
is adopted.

Mr, WALSH. I think, before we get through, there will be
several amendments to this bill.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr, President, will the Senator yield to
me to make one observation?

Mr. WALSH. Certainly.

Mr. ASHURST. Being conscious, as I am sure most
Senators are, of some errors and injustices in the regula-
tions, I must say if we, Senators, realizing these errors, fail
to correct them when we have the power and the oppor-
tunity to do so, how childish and puerile it would then be
for us to criticize the President and the Budget Director,
when we, having the power to make the corrections, fail
to do so because, forsooth, it might not be convenient to us,
or because of some parliamentary difficulties!

‘We should proceed to make needed corrections, and right
the injustices and wrongs. Then, at least, we will have dons
our duty.

Mr. WALSH. I agree with the Senator; but does not the
Senator think it would be better if the President would do it?

Mr. ASHURST. It would be well if the President would
do so. I prefer that Congress should. It might be easier to
leave it to the President. It might not be so irksome to us.
It might not be so tedious; but let us do our duty.
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Mr. WALSH. It is quite apparent that Congress is going
to do it unless the Senate adjourns and the President acts
before this bill is disposed of.

Mr. ASHURST. I should prefer that Congress do so,
because Congress committed the wrong.

I, somehow, cannot get away from the idea that it is
unsportsmanlike and unfair to grant power and then com-
plain.

Mr. WALSH., Of course, logically carried out, that means
that the Senator is going to vote for amendments that will
correct the injustices called to his attention. Other Sen-
ators will do the same, and so will I.

Mr. ASHURST. I shall indeed vote for every amendment
that I think tends to correct an evil or an error. I voted for
the amendment of the Senator from Florida [Mr. Tram-
meLL], and I shall vote for other amendments. :

The Economy Act is not sacrosanct. The Economy Act is
similar to any other law. We have the right to change the
same. We have the power to do so, and I reserve to myself
the right to vote to change the Economy Act or any other
law.

Mr. WALSH. The Senator’s position is absolutely sound.

Mr. ASHURST. I endorse the able speech of the Senator
from Massachusetts. He has correctly horoscoped the situ-
ation. Unless these obvious errors are corrected, it might
have the effect of repealing and nullifying the whole Econ-
omy Act.

It is wise, Senators, to make timely concessions. There
is no matter of pride involved here. Sometimes a timely
concession will avoid the necessity of a humiliating sur-
render on an important point.

Mr. WALSH. I thank the Senator from Arizona.

Let us be practical. The Congress adjourns in 2 weeks.
The Senator goes back to Arizona. I go back to Massachu-
setts. A constituent confronts you and says, “ Do you think
those veteran regulations were just and proper?” *“No.”
“Why did you not correct them?” *“1I left it to the Presi-
dent.”

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, if the Senator will
yield——

Mr. WALSH. I yield.

Mr. ASHURST. No man is going to get me into such a
cul-de-sac. I am going to vote against adjourning unless
and until these abuses are corrected.

Mr. WALSH, I feel as the Senator does. Especially when
the Senator has put up to him, as a Member of the Senate,
an amendment correcting obvious injustices, he is going to
act.

Mr. ASHURST. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH. The Senator cannot say, “I voted against
the amendment because I thought the President would do
it. I surrendered my power.”

Mr. ASHURST. I do not think it ought to be or will be
construed by the President or by the Budget Director to be
offensive to say that it is possible for them to make a
mistake.

Mr. WALSH. But they may not have appreciated that
Congress was rampant with a feeling that they had a duty,
before they adjourned, to rectify these alleged injustices.

Mr. ASHURST. That might be true.

Mr. WALSH. That is the whole situation—that Congress
is determined to use whatever weapons and means it has,
on motions to suspend the rules for amendments, to do
what? To embarrass the President? No; to correct what
they are convinced and know and believe are injustices in
the veterans’ law.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH. 1 yield to the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. ASHURST. I should like to add one sentence. I look
upon it, in one phase, just as if Congress had summed up
a column of figures and had made an obvious error. Would
Congress be so stiff-necked, so arrogant, as to refuse to
correct the error?

Mr. WALSH. Especially if the one who set down the
figures did not correct the error.
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Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. It appears from the vote here that the
Congress has arrived at the conclusion that these injustices
have been done, and we ought to correct them. It seems to
me that when we go home and meet our veteran constitu-
ents, of whom the Senator speaks, they will ask us why we
did not correct them. We are the legislative body. We are
the body that called them to war. We are the body that
placed them in a position where they suffered as they have
suffered, and we are the body that passed the law in the
first place. They will ask us, “ Why did not you, as a leg-
islator, seek to correct these things? Do not put it on the
President. Assume the responsibility yourselves.”

Mr. WALSH. The Senator is exactly right.

Mr. President, I do not care to say anything more except,
in conclusion, that I should like to see those in charge of
this legislation, and those who want harmony to exist be-
tween the majority party here and the Chief Executive,
arrange between now and Monday morning for modification
of these regulations in a scientific manner and not in a hap-
hazard manner, such as may be inevitable by reason of vot-
ing on the amendments hastily prepared, not in committee
but on the floor of the Senate. Without this assurance it
will be the duty of many of us to vote for remedial amend-
ments that enlarge the scope of existing regulations, even
if not scientifically drafted.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I have here a list of 50
typical cases of service-connected disability that were placed
in the Recorp on yesterday afternoon. Let me read for you
one typical case of a soldier suffering from the following:

Gunshot wound right thigh, right knee through and through;
left leg through and through, with fracture upper part of left
fibula, previously rated permanent partial, 15 percent, or 815 per
month, under Public, No. 2, Seventy-third Congress, 10 percent,
or $8 per month.

I want to know if there is any man here in the Senate
who thinks it is extravagant fo pay that man $15 a month.
Is there anyone here in this Congress who takes that posi-
tion—a Congress many of whose Members voted to cancel
the debt to the foreign governments; a Congress many of
whose Members voted for the Hoover moratorium, costing
the Federal Treasury $250,000,000, for the benefit of the
banks of London and New York; a Congress many of whose
Members have voted by the hundreds of millions and the
billions of dollars to take the money of the Federal taxpayers
out of the Treasury and give it to corporations, many of
which made more millions during the war when these boys
were suffering in the trenches?

This is a typical case out of the 50. So far as I am con-
cerned, I want the Recorp to show that I am in favor of
economy, and I will go as far as anyone in economy; but
when we come to take it out of these men that we sent into
the trenches to be shot up, and who were shot up, I am in
favor of no economy at all. I am absolutely opposed to cut-
ting the compensation of any wounded veteran of the World
War, or of any other war.

Mr, CUTTING. Mr. President, I hesitate to say anything
about the legislation which is now under consideration, be-
cause there is very little to add to the detailed speech which
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Sterwer] made the other
day. In view, however, of some of the misstatements which
have been made in the press, and in view of some that have
been made on the floor of this Chamber, I think it is fair
to submit 2 or 3 general considerations which ought to be
present in the mind of every Senator before he votes on
these amendments.

In the first place, what is the basis for soldiers’ compen-
sation?

Since the foundation of this country we have adopted
the policy that the Government should take care of those
who had been injured in its military or naval service. It is
a policy which, of course, did not originate in this coun-
try. It has been adopted by every civilized nation in the
world.
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When, as in the World War, by congressional action we
draft into the service of the United States and send abroad
into the field a certain proportion of the manhood of the
country, we are under an even more stringent obligation
than that which applies to men who volunteered their serv-
ices, taking their own chances. The Congress of the United
States is directly responsible for every injury incurred by
every veteran whom it drafted into the service in 1917 and
1918.

Congress was generous with these men when they came
back. The people of the United States wished them to be
generous; and the early legislation passed at this Capitol was
legislation of a most liberal character. It was the adminis-
tration of the various laws passed by Congress which came
more and more into disrepute.

Instead of giving the benefit of the doubt to individual
cases of veterans, as was provided in the original legislation,
the Veterans’ Bureau gradually adopted a policy of paring
expenses, of resolving a doubt against the veteran and in
favor of the Government. As a result of that policy, Con-
gress felt obliged to amend the original act on repeated
occasions to correct some manifest injustice applying to
individual cases.

Each time the Congress amended the original act it took
care of an individual injustice, and inevitably in many cases
allowed a certain number of unworthy applicants to appear
upon the rolls.

One of the amendments adopted very early in the history
of this legislation was that dealing with presumptions—an
amendment which has been thoroughly described today by
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Harrierp], himself an
eminent physician.

The reason for that legislation was that in cases of tuber-
culosis, of nervous disorder, of cancer, of many other dis-
eases of similar character, it was impossible for anyone to
prove his service connection, although, by a liberal inter-
pretation of the original clause giving the service man the
benefit of the doubt, he should have been included on the
original roll.

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CUTTING. I yield to the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. HAYDEN. I served as a member of the Committee
on World War Veterans’ Legislation in the House of Repre-
sentatives when the presumptive clause was debated and
enacted. I can state authoritatively to the Senate that it
was not done casually or from a wanton desire to add
expense to the Treasury, but that we took the very best
medical testimony obtainable, and the law which presumes
the service origin of certain disabilities is based upon that
testimony.

Mr. CUTTING. I thank the Senator from Arizona. He
states the facts with entire accuracy.

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Harrierp] said this
morning, and has repeatedly testified before committees of
this body, that the presumption of 5 years was medically not
long enough; that it should have been 10 years. Some pre-
sumption obviously was necessary; and in response to that
necessity, as the Senator from Arizona says, Congress
adopted that method, not casually but deliberately, and with
consideration of every factor involved.

In 1930 we found there were still a great many veterans
who had suffered in the service who were not able to prove
their service connection. It was then a question as to the
best way to take care of them.

I opposed the bill which was ultimately adopted on the
suggestion of the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REEp],
providing that men could be placed on the rolls without
showing that their disabilities had service connection. I do
not wish to enter into any controversy on this question,
because it was a question of opinion as to the best method
for handling these cases. But as a practical matter of
history, the adoption of that amendment brought on the
rolls a great many cases which were, theoretically at least,
indefensible. Not all the people admitted to the rolls were
indefensible cases, as the press has led so many to believe.
A great many of them were cases whose disabilily was
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directly due to the service, but who were unable to prove it
by a method satisfactory to the Bureau. In addition, of
course, there were some undeserving cases.

During the last year the country has been bombarded by
a series of articles by special writers digging out the unde-
serving cases, some of them coming under this disability
allowance clause, others coming under the disabled emer-
gency officers’ retirement law, and these writers have pub-
lished those facts to the country as though those cases were
typical, although I think I am conservative in saying that
there was not 1 case in 20 on the rolls which was not more
than justified, if the history of the individual were care-
fully enough looked into.

As a result, a sentiment was built up against the veterans
as a class. When the economy bill was before the Senate
the average member of the public believed two things which
were absolutely inconsistent with each other: First, that
the Economy Act would strike from the rolls only cases
which were not connected with the service, and, secondly,
that the Economy Act would save between four and five
hundred million dollars.

Both those things could not be true. Not more than per-
haps a hundred and twenty-five million dollars was saved
by cutting out the non-service-connected cases.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CUTTING. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. Does not the Senator think the fact that
while the Economy Act was pending before the Congress
the banks of the country were closed had a very great
influence on the momentum and support given to that
measure?

Mr. CUTTING. I am sure of it. I am not trying to allo-
cate blame to Members of this body or to anyone outside
of this body. I am trying to explain what happened.

The bill itself was camouflaged as a bill to maintain the
credit of the United States. A few days ago the distinguished
majority floor leader, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Ros-
inson], stated that everyone knew that a bill of that sort
was necessary.

I deny the necessity for that legislation. I do not believe
that the credit of the United States was enhanced in any
way by the passage of that measure. The credit of the
United States, in the last analysis, depends on the labor,
the production, and the purchasing power of the individual
citizenship of the United States, and on nothing else. Even
if these cuts had not been made in war-connected cases,
even if they had been justly made, nevertheless, the de-
crease in purchasing power involved was to that extent one
more factor in intensifying the depression in this country.

Many Senators no doubt thought that we were merely
rectifying some excessive favoritism which had been given
to the veterans in the past. The distinguished Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Fessl, in response to a query the other day by
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE], spoke as
follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin has said that we were told over
and over that $400,000,000 would be saved. I do not think that
impressed anybody in the Senate when that sort of talk was being
indulged in at the time the economy bill was under consideration,

because none of us could see where that amount of money could
be saved,

I am sure other Senators took the same point of view.
In other words, the administration made two statements,
one that they were going to save between four and five hun-
dred million dollars, a specific statement, and that state-
ment apparently Senators did not believe; and the other, a
vague statement, that the law would be administered with
justice and sympathy, and with due consideration for the
interest of the veterans. Senators believed the vague pledge
and disbelieved the specific one. I hope that they will not
fall into the same error this afternoon.

The Baltimore Sun, one of the great newspapers of the
country, contains this morning a leading editorial entitled
“Veterans.” I will not quote it in full, and I merely men-
tion it because it is typical of the confusion of thought into
which the country has fallen on this issue. It begins by
saying:
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Benators and Representatives who have set out to fight the Presi-
dent's reorganization of the system of veterans’ payments do not
seem to be aware of what it is all about. To judge by their critical
blasts on the floors of the two Houses or in statements to the
newspapers, the President is a ruthless fellow who has undertaken
to deprive hundreds of thousands of indigent but deserving heroes
of their only sustenance. * * *

This sort of talk is all very well for campaign purposes, but it is
not the way things really are.

Congressional disregard for the unorganized majority of tax-
payers was responsible for the pension system in the first in-
stance.

It goes on to say that Members of Congress are not aware
of the difference between cases connected with the service
and cases which were not connected with the service, and
that while all the talk on the floor of the Senate had been
in favor of the battle-scarred veterans, yet the real interest
is to get back on the rolls men whose disabilities were not
connected with the service in any respect. Says the article:

The congressional breast beaters ought not to be allowed to de-
feat this imperative reform merely to curry political favor with a
few privilege seekers. They ought not to be allowed to masquerade
as champions of the battle-scarred soldiers when, as a matter of
plain fact, they are merely urging the perpetuation of a system
of disgraceful abuses in which the battle-scarred veterans have no
part.

Mr. President, the distinction which is habitually made
between service-connected and non-service-connected cases
is in many respects a misleading one. No human being in
the world is able to say in any particular case, unless there
is an overwhelming amount of specific proof, as to whether
a particular disease was or was not actually caused by the
service, The cases which have been on the rolls cannot be
divided into service-connected and non-service-connecfed.

The only 1eal distinction is with regard to the degree of
proof. Cases can be divided into three classes: First, those
who could prove their service connection, and by the work-
ings of the Veterans’ Administration that practically meant
those who could prove service connection beyond a reason-
able doubt; cecond, those who could not prove service con-
nection, but whose service connection was presumed by
reason of symptoms occurring within a certain space of
time; and, third, those who were not required to prove serv-
ice connection at all. In the latter class were included many
most worthy cases who simply were unable to furnish irre-
futable proof. Practically the entire mass of the veterans of
the Spanish-American War came under this third class,
They did not have to prove service connection, and, as the
President has stated in one of his regulations, it is practically
impossible in most cases for them to do so. Those are the
cases which the critic of the old veteran’s law asked us to
leave off the rolls permanently.

The first class of cases, those who could prove service
connection under the old law, are the only ones taken care
of by the amendment which I originally offered and which
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas has accused me of
repudiating now that the Senate has voted for a more sub-
stantial measure of justice. It included a very small pro-
portion of those deserving cases who have been cut off the
rolls under the regulations issued since the middle of March.
That particular group was a group which the Senate was
assured before it voted on the Economy Act would be re-
tained on the rolls.

As T stated a moment ago, during the speech of the Sena-
tor from Massachusefts [Mr. Warsu]l, that Senator, in
offering his amendment, stated as follows:

It has been assumed that the President would make no cut and
no reduction of any appreciable amount in connection with the
veteran whose compensation is based upon disability as the result
of direct service. Therefore, what we are doing is mereby to re-
move any possibility of discretionary action by the President.
If he had it, he has practically said he would not disturb the
rates, anyway. We are simply incorporating in the bill the pro-
vision that this group of veterans—

Mr. President, that was very definite language. I know
that the Senator from Massachusetts was in the best of faith
in making that statement.

The amendment which the Senator offered, however,
through the interpretation given to it, was not administered
in the way which the Senator anticipated, and which every
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other Senator on this floor relying on the statement of the
Senatfor believed it would be administered.

Mr. WALSH. The Senator's statement is correct.

Mr. CUTTING. The amendment which I originally
offered was prepared hastily, because it was a question of
announcing 1 day in advance my intention of moving a
suspension of the rules. It attempted to take care of that
particular leak which had been left in the amendment which
the Senator from Massachusetts proposed to the Economy
Act, and which in practice nullified the intent of his amend-
ment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the provision, “ except as to
rates ”, which was incorporated in my amendment for the
purpose of preventing the keeping on the rolls of veterans
whose disabilities had been modified or changed, and there-
fore whose rates ought to have been changed, was incor-
porated in order to give power to change the whole rate
structure.

Mr. CUTTING. I quite understand; and the difficulty
with all this legislation is that whenever there is a loophole,
we can count on the Veterans' Administration using it, re-
gardless of anything which has been said on the floor of the
Senate. The Veterans’ Administration interpreted the Sen-
ator’s amendment. The Senate did not give any particular
consideration to the Senator’'s amendment. The Senate
gave consideration fo the Senator’s speech. Se we must be
careful that the actual amendments we adopt in their lan-
guage, including every adjective and every adverb, be sus-
ceptible of one interpretation, and one interpretation only.
If that be not done, it will make very little difference what
anyone of us says on the floor of the Senate. We may give
our own interpretation of our amendments, but we can be
sure that the Veterans’ Administration will pay no attention
at all to such interpretations.

I think that a 25-percent cut is too great a cut in service-
connected cases. The Senate has already voted on that
question by a majority of, I think, 51 to 25, and it is too
late to discuss that now. The amount of the cuf, however,
is less important to me personally than the keeping on the
rolls of the men who ought to be there, no matter in which
war they may have served.

We have been assured that deserving cases will be kept
on the rolls, but no such assurance has been given to this
body at this time—half as definite as was the assurance
given by the Senator from Massachusetts in March—so I
hope that this body will carefully examine every amend-
ment in detail before it adopts it. My own belief is that
the old regulations under which the Veterans' Administra-
tion was operating before March were on the whole a very
sound set of regulations. I think the mistakes in them were
very few in number. I am speaking now of the law as
passed by Congress rather than of its administration. Here
(exhibiting) is the old law. That is the size of it. That
is the law which we repealed completely in March, wiping
out every word of it, and there is not a word of it which
was not put into the statute for some real definite purpose.

Now, we are told we must not be hasty; that we must not
try to legislate on the floor of the Senatfe; that maybe we
will hurt the regulations which have been drawn up; that
maybe we will hurt the Economy Act; that maybe we will
undo all the good which has been done.

Mr, President, I am trying to be temperate in my lan-
guage when I say that in my judgment, the Economy Act
was drawn up so as to exclude from the rolls every individual
veteran who could possibly be excluded, and that, no matter
how we liberalize that law, no matter how faully a liberaliz-
ing amendment may be, it cannot help but be an improve-
ment on the language of the Economy Act as we passed
it in March. So I hope Senators will not be too fearful
that some amendment which may be adopted on this floor
will make a terrible gap in the wall of the present Economy
Act, which excludes, and purposely excludes, so many de-
serving veferans from the rolls of the Government.

We have heard assurances as to what is to be done. I do
not want to criticize those assurances, I hope some of them
will turn out to be more definite than they seem to be as I
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read them. I am sorry the Senator from South Caroclina
[Mr. Byrnes] is not in the Chamber, but I shall read his
remarks so as to be sure that I do not misquote him. This
is the statement which he made day before yesterday,
May 31:

The President of the United States, having had called to his
attention by many ex-service men the effect of the regula-
tions, has called the officials of the administration into con-
ference, and has stated that the regulations, insofar as they
provide the rates of compensation originally announced, will not
be put into effect on July 1, but that certainly, on the con-
trary, as fo men suffering disabilities of service origin, those rates
of compensation are to be increased. A final determination as to
the increase has not been reached so that it could be published
today, but within the next few days it will be published, and the
rates which have aroused the antagonism of Senators will never
be put into effect insofar as the ex-service men suffering service-
connected disabilities are concerned.

Mr. BYRNES entered the Chamber.

Mr. CUTTING. That pledge—I hope the Senator from
South Carolina will correct me if I am in error—so far ap-
plies only to the service-connected cases, meaning the cases
which under the new regulations are service-connected and
not including those which were service-connected by pre-
sumption under the old regulations.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, CrLarx in the chair).
Does the Senator from New Mexico yield to the Senator
from South Carolina?

Mr, CUTTING. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator is correct. I specifically
limited it to the information that I had definitely, and to-
day I added to it the definite information I had as to the
Spanish-American War veterans,

Mr. CUTTING. Yes; I am going to come to that in a
moment,

That is a pledge, merely with regard to that particular
class of cases, that the cuts made will not go into effect on
July 1, but that sooner or later some change will be
made in the status of that particular group of ex-service
men.

The Senator from South Carolina proceeded, and said:

The President has appointed a committee, several members of
which have been selected, which commitiee is to visit every hos-
pital in the country and to investigate such charges as have been
made today upon the floor of the Senate as to the treatment of
men and as to the facilities available in the hospitals of the
country. His instructions to the committee will be to report to
him so that if any injustice is done to any man by any of those
who are in charge of the hospitals of the Nation, that injustice

will be remedied and the facilities of the hospitals will be made
available and used.

That is the second promise; that a committee is going to
be appointed which will go out and study all these cases, and
if the committee finds any hardships anywhere they will
come back and report them, and then, at some time or other,
perhaps in 1945 or perhaps in 1950, those injustices will be
rectified.

Then the Senator from South Carolina went on to say:

Furthermore, by direction of the President, a review is now being
made of all those cases wherein the Veterans' Administration has
held that the cases came within the class of presumptively service-
connected, in order that no injustice may be done to any man who
was removed from the rolls because he was only service-connected
by presumption.

In other words, the third promise is that the Veterans’
Administration, which itself is responsible for all the injus-
tices which have been done, is going to review those cases,
is going to review its own work, and perhaps in some case
or other decide that it committed a serious injustice by the
manner in which it administered the law,

In addition to that—

Said the Senator from South Carolina—

in this appropriation bill there is carried sufficlent money to pay
for the increased compensation that will be paid as the resulf of
the action of the President, and when the Congress meets in
January next any deficiency that is necessary in order to pay the
expenses of the Veterans’ Administration for the balance of the
fiscal year can be provided.
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Here, Mr. President, I think we come back to the same
sort of situation which confronted the Congress in March.

I will quote from the Senator from South Carolina a little
further:

We cannot possibly give the proper consideration to amendments
offered here upon the floor of the Senate for such a purpose.
Whenever we have attempted any such thing the result has been
disastrous. We cannot possibly do justice when an amendment is
offered to provide that there shall be no cut exceeding 26 percent
for service-origin cases, because under the rates tentatively agreed
upon service-origin cases will be reduced not more than 18 or 20
percent on the average, which is less than the prevailing rate.

In other words, the Senator from South Carolina states,
in the first place, that there will be no reduction in these
service-connected cases of more than 18 or 20 percent on an
average, and, on the other hand, that there is enough money
provided in this appropriation bill to take care of them all.
Now, all T can say is—

Mr. BYRNES. I said there was certainly enough money
to take care of them until Congress shall meet in January.
I do not know whether it is in the Recorp or not, but cer-
tainly that was in my statement, I did not intend to mean
that it was for the fiscal year. What I said I will say
to the gentleman from New Mexico, was that it would not
be necessary to add to the amount, because the total amount
would be sufficient to pay the compensation until January,
and then when the figures had been definitely ascertained
we could provide whatever amount was necessary.

Mr. CUTTING. I am glad to have that explanation from
the Senator.

Mr. BYRNES. That is what I had in mind.

Mr. CUTTING. The Senator did mention the fact that
there would be a deficiency bill, as I quoted him just now,
but certainly in this bill there is not a sufficient appropria-
tion to take care of that increased compensation.

Mr. BYRNES. I agree to that.

Mr. CUTTING. I wish to call the attention of the Sen-
ator to the language of the Economy Act, which in its first
sentence provides a limifation on the rest of the appro-
priation.

Mr, BYRNES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Mexico yield further to the Senator from South Carclina?

Mr. CUTTING. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. I am familiar with that act, and the same
language is in the Budget law, but the interpretation is such
that it would not really affect what the Senator has in mind.

Mr. CUTTING. I am glad to have that assurance from
the Senator, because we want to be very sure about all these
things in advance.

Mr. BYRNES. I think we should be.

Mr. CUTTING. Mr. President, I think those were the
three main points that the Senator from South Carolina
made the other day.

This morning, as I understood him, he said that the
President sometime ago had announced that there would
be a review of all these cases. I assume that the Senator
referred to the promise which the President made to Com-
mander Johnson, of the American Legion.

Mr. BYRNES. Yes.

Mr. CUTTING. Then the Senator said that 2 days ago
he himself had stated that service-connected cases would
not be cut on an average of more than 18 or 20 percent,
although they would be rated on a different basis, and he
went on to add that, while no final determination had been
reached about the Spanish-American War veterans, the min-
imum would be $15 per month. Is that correct?

Mr. BYRNES. Yes; that statement is correct.

Mr. CUTTING. And that no determination had been
made as to the presumptive cases, but that consideration
was being given that question, and some announcement
would be made—I think the Senator said before the 1st
of July.

Mr. BYRNES. I have no definite information, but the
impression made upon me is that it would be made long be-
fore the 1st of July.
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, are the presumptive cases
Spanish-American War cases or World War cases?

Mr. CUTTING. I was referring to World War cases. Of
course, the Spanish-American War cases are also presump-
tive cases under the new regulations. I do not know
whether that was specifically included in the statement
made by the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. WALSH. I notice that the language was used fol-
lowing a reference to the Spanish-American War veterans’
cases, and it seems to me the inference to be drawn is that
it relates to the presumptive Spanish-American War cases.
Does the Senator think it applies also to World War cases?

Mr. CUTTING. I would prefer to have the Senator ask
that question of the Senator from South Carolina, because
it was his statement to which I was referring. I presume
that he included the World War presumptive cases.

Mr. WALSH. Was the reference to Spanish-American
War cases, placing a minimum of $15, only to Spanish-
American War cases that are now under the regulations
entitled to compensation?

Mr. CUTTING. So I understood, but I hope the Senator
will ask that question of the Senator from Scuth Carolina.

Mr. WALSH. I wish the Senator from South Carclina
would give me that information.

Mr. BYRNES. While I did not follow the colloguy en-
tirely, if the Senator was referring to Spanish-American
War veterans, my information was that, with reference to
the amendment introduced by the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Drl, which sought fo provide a pension and a
different status for those over 62, that, regardless of the dis-
ability, the minimum rate fo be paid to any Spanish-Ameri-
can War veteran would be $15, and where there was a Span-
ish-American War veteran over 62 suffering from disability,
that the amount of compensation would be greater, but the
exact scale of increase had not been determined.

Mr. WALSH. Does the Senator understand that the
Spanish-American War veterans who are now eliminated
under the regulations will be restored to the list?

Mr. BYRNES. No.

Mr. WALSH. I do not understand that either. It is sim-
ply that instead of the minimum of $6 which is now pro-
vided, certain of them will be increased to $15.

Mr. BYRNES. That is itf.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, it is utterly impossible for
us to hear what is transpiring. We are all intensely inter-
ested in whatever it is that may be said by the Senator from
Massachusetts and the Senator from South Carolina. I ask
for order in the Chamber,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators will please be in
order.

Mr. WALSH. I understand from what the Senator from
South Carolina stated that the raising of the minimum from
$6 to $15 applies only to Spanish War veterans who were
under the regulations on the list to receive pensions?

Mr. CUTTING. That is quite true.

Mr. WALSH. We ought to find out from the Senator
also what class of veterans is meant by the second state-
ment read by the Senator from New Mexico. Will he read
it again for the benefit of the Senator from South Caro-
lina?

Mr. CUTTING. I quoted the Senator from South Caro-
lina as saying that the presumptive cases were being given
consideration, and that an announcement would be made
sometime in the near future. I assume the Senator from
South Carolina was referring to World War veterans whose
disability had previously been connected with the service by
reason of presumption.

Mr. BYRNES. My information was that as to presump-
tive cases of either class, as to every other regulation affect-
ing widows and every regulation that has been issued, they
are being reviewed by the President now with the idea of
making changes in them.

Mr, WALSH. With the idea possibly of a new policy?

Mr. BYRNES. What policy would be adopted or whether
there would be any change, or whether a change in the rate
only, I am not able to say.
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Mr. WALSH. Of course, the two classes are now all off!
the list, and whether they should be restored in whole or in!
part is being studied.

Mr. BYRNES. Of course, the question as to whether
presumptive cases should be returned to the list just as they
were on the list at the time of the passage of the Economy
Act and returned to the amount of compensation then paid,
my information was that it is not in contemplation that
they should be returned to the same scale of compensation
as the battle-wounded veterans.

Mr. WALSH. Or even so far as the Senator knows they

.may never be returned to the list under the regulations?

Mr. BYRNES. That has not been determined, according
to my information.

Mr. WALSH. Both subjects are still subject to review.

Mr. CUTTING. Mr. President, I appreciate very much
this interruption because it clarifies the whole situation
in my mind and I am sure in the mind of every other
Senator. I now say with all due deference to the Senator
from South Carolina that I think there is nothing in any of |
those pledges which should prevent Senators from going!
ahead with their duty and legislating in accordance with
the dictates of their consciences.

What do these pledges amount to? First, a review by the.
Veterans' Administration of the justice or injustice of their'
own acts. Second, the appointment of a committee which
is to go all over the country and investigate individual cases
and report back at some time in the distant future. The
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typings] added to that state-
ment that the President had assured him that many mem-
bers of the committee would be members of the American
Legion. I submit that that makes very little difference. We
could easily find members of the American Legion who are
in such financial circumstances that they are not particu-
larly interested in the welfare of the disabled. The dis-
tinguished Director of the Budget, Mr. Lewis Douglas, is a
member of the American Legion. So is the Veterans’ Ad-
ministrator, General Hines. I am not singling out these
men for criticism. I listened to the Senafor from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Warsg] the other day when he stated he
thought General Hines, personally, is not in sympathy with
some of the cuts made. That is not the point at issue.
These men, by reason of the regulations which have been
issued, are regarded by the ex-service men throughout the
Nation today as the two most rabid enemies they have in
the world. The veterans are not going to pay any atten-
tion to a promise that the injustices which have been done
will be rectified by those men or by any of their agents.

When we come here and say that a committee is to go
around the counfry investigating individual cases, are we not
getting back to the Hoover policy which Members on the
other side of the aisle so repeatedly ridiculed? Whenever
anything had to be done the former President appointed a
commission to go out and investigate, and when the com-=-
mission reported its conclusions, the report in several vol-
umes would be placed in a pigeonhole somewhere in the files
of the Executive offices.

That is not what the veterans are asking today. It is now
3 weeks since the commander of the American Legion visited
the President. The assurance was made at that time that
in the immediate future these horrible injustices of which
Senators have been complaining would be rectified by admin-
istrative regulation. Do Senators realize how long if would
take to correct such injustices as we have heard about on the
floor of this Chamber? Just about 20 minutes. If we want
a change made in any Veterans' Administration law or any
veterans’ regulation, and if we want it drafted in legal form,
we can get an expert from the Bureau and I will guarantee
it will not take 20 minutes’ time to formulate the wording.
There is no excuse for the delay that has occurred.

When promises are held before us, let us remember that
these men are dying and that we have to act now because
the Congress may be adjourned by the time the 1st of July
comes, and that is the date when most of these regulations
are going into effect. Even according to the promise of the
Senator from South Caroling [Mr. Byrnes] the only cases
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which will be exempted after the 1st of July will be tha
small group of cases whose service connection has still been
maintained in spite of the provisions of the Economy Act
So we have to act now if we want to save any of these men.
‘We have to know definitely what the Congress wants to do.
If it wants to let these men die, then it should say so.

Mr, President, I come from a State in which about 5,000
so-called * presumptive cases” will be thrown out on the
streets on the 1st of July., People say, “ They could not
prove their service connection.” Some of them could not
But as human beings, these men who served their country,
these men who cannot rise from the bed of pain and sick-
ness, are just as deserving of consideration as the men who
lost both legs or both arms. In every veterans' hospital in
my State, and the same applies to my sister State of Ari-
zona, there have been catastrophic epidemics of hemor-
rhages and there have been suicides, and the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. AsHurst] knows it. That situation will con-
tinue. Men are going out of their minds through the fear
which comes from what is going to happen to them on the
1st of July.

Mr. President, since the veterans’ regulations were issued
on the 31st of March I doubt if I have had a good night’s
sleep. I have had these cases brought to me day affer day
by the score and by the hundred. I am not going o read
any of them to the Senate. Not one of them is any more
pitiful than those which have been brought to the attention
of the Senate by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN-
BErc] and by other distinguished Senators. They are the
same kind. That same condition applies to every State in
the Union. We must not leave here until we have done
justice to them. We cannot salve our own consciences by
believing that some way or other somewhere else some man
will stand up and save these people we were not willing to
save.

I think Senators realize that I am speaking with no par-
tisan purpose in view. I certainly do not wish that any
word I have said should be interpreted as a personal criti-
cism of the President of the United States. I suppose I have
known Franklin D. Roosevelt longer than any man on this
floor. I have known him nearly 40 years. I regard him
with the highest affection and admiration. I deserted my
own party affiliations in order to support him for the Presi-
dency. I admire the courage he has displayed in handling
the affairs of the country in a time of need, even though I
may disagree with some of the details of his program.

Mr, President, if all these cases were coming before Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt, we would not have to worry about them.
But they are not coming before Franklin D. Roosevelt. They
are coming before the President of the United States, and
when we say the President of the United States we are not
talking about an individual. We are talking about a ma-
chine, We are talking about some clerk down in some
bureau, somebody who is issuing a regulation or carrying
out a precedent laid down by some other regulation made
by some other clerk with no more authority than he has.
We cannot rely on that sort of thing. We have been delay-
ing here too long. Let us do our duty this afternoon and
rectify this law insofar as we believe it ought to be rectified.
That is our duty. We cannot shirk it. We cannot falk
about the President of the United States. We cannot talk
about partisan considerations as if they had anything to do
with this question.

There is, of course, a definite question when we vote on
any particular amendment as to whether it is better or
worse than the language for which it is substituted. My
own belief is that the amendment which will be offered by
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. StEiwer] is the fairest, the
most carefully constructed piece of legislation that has so
far been suggested on this floor.

I know it is far better than the amendment which I pre-
pared and introduced hastily the other day when there
seemed to be little hope that the Senate would take the
slightest interest in this question or bring it up for consid-
eration at all. We have gone beyond that. The Senate has
shown very clearly today that it is intensely interested in
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the subject and that it proposes to deal with it thoroughly
and courageocusly and in accordance with the dictates of the
consciences of its Members.

Whether or not Senators agree with me that the amend-
ment the Senator from Oregon is going to introduce is, on
the whole, the fairest of the various proposals which have
been made, the general purpose of all these proposals is the
same. Let us go ahead and vote. Then when we go home
we can at least say to our constituents that as far as we are
concerned we did what we considered our duty to those who
served this country in its hour of need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment, in the nature of a substitute, offered by the
Senator from Texas [Mr. ConnaLLY] to the amendment of
the Senator from Florida [Mr. TrRaMMELL],

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. LONG, and other Senators called
for the yeas and nays, and they were ordered.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask to have the amend-
ment stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
amendment will be restated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Notwithstanding any of the provisions of the act approved
March 20, 1933, entitled “An act to maintain the credit of the
United States Government ”, in no event shall World War service-
connected disability compensation of any veteran, or the pension
of any veteran of a war prior to the World War, or the pension of

any widow and /or dependents of such veterans, be reduced more
than 25 percent of the rate being received prior to March 15, 1933.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOGAN (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Davis]l, who is absent. I transfer that pair to the senior
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman], and will vote. I vote
o yea.l,

Mr. PATTERSON (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from New York [Mr.
WacenER], who is necessarily absent from the Chamber. I
am informed that on this question he would vote “ yea.” If
I were at liberty to vote, I should vote “ nay.” I withhold
my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HEBERT (after having voted in the affirmative). I
have a general pair with the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Lewis], who if present would, as I understand, vote as I have
voted. Therefore I shall permit my vote to stand.

I desire to announce the general pair of the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Austin] and the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Grassl. I do not know how the Senator from Vermont
would vote on this question.

I also wish to announce the general pair of the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. Hastings] and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Bamtey]l. I do not know how the Senator
from Delaware would vote on this question.

Mr. KENDRICEK. I desire to announce that the following
Senators are necessarily detained from the Senate on official
business: The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Sena-
tor from Nevada [Mr. Prrrmax], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Swmrrul, the Senator from North Carolina
{Mr. Baney], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grassl, and
the Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER].

The legislative clerk recapitulated the vote.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, how am I recorded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. As voting in the affirmative.

Mr. CLARK. I desire to change my vote from * yea” to

“

nay.

The roll call resulted—yeas 42, nays 42, as follows:

YEAS—42

Adams Coolldge Hebert Russell
Ashurst Dieterich Eendrick Sheppard
Bankhead Dill King Stephens
Barkley Dufly Logan Thomas, Okla,
Bratton Erickson Lonergan Thomas, Utah
Brown Fess McAdoo Thompson
Bulkley Fletcher MeGill Tydings
Bulow George McHNary Vandenberg
Byrd Gore Murphy Walsh

Byrnes Harrison Pope
Connally Hayden Robinson, Ark.




NAYS—42

Bachman Cufting Long Schall
Barbour Dale McCarran Bhipstead
Black Dickinson McEellar Steiwer
Bone Frazier Metcalf Townsend
Borah Goldsborough Neely Trammell
Capper Hale Norris Van Nuys
Caraway Hatfleld Nye Walcott
Carey Johnson Overton ‘Wheeler
Clark Eean Reed White
Copeland Eeyes Reynolds
Costigan La Follette Robinson, Ind.

NOT VOTING—I12
Austin Davis Lewis Pittman
Balley Glass Norbeck Smith
Couzens Hastings Patterson Wagner

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this question the yeas are 42,
the nays are 42. The Chair votes “ yea ”, and the amend-
ment is agreed to.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a point of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. LONG. Would not the amendment fail on a tie vote?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It would.

Mr. LONG. Then the Chair would not have any vote,
would he?

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has one, and he has already
cast it. [Laughter.]

The question is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Florida [Mr, TraMmEeLL], a5 amended,

The amendment, as amended, was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I offer the amendment
which I send to the desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The Cuier CrLerx. It is proposed to insert, at the proper
place in the bill, the following:

Section 5 of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, ap-
proved January 22, 1932, is amended by adding after the words
“ agricultural credit corporation”, in the eighth line of said sec-
tion the following: * producers of finished articles, from raw or
unmanufactured materials, the products of the soil or forest.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, this amendment adds
to the list of those who may borrow from the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation; and I want to read the addition
that it will make if agreed to:

Producers of finished articles, from raw or u.nma.nufactured
materials, the products of the scil or forest.

It is easily seen just what that means. It will allow cer-
tain companies—for instance, cotton mills, flour mills, and
other concerns which produce or manufacture articles from
raw or unmanufactured materials the products of the soil
or forest—to borrow from the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration.

The truth of the matter is that these companies can no
longer borrow money under our Federal Reserve system of
banking. They ought to be permitted to do so. They will
have to go into bankruptcy if they cannot, thus throwing
out of employment thousands of people who are now em-
ployed. It is my judgment that the borrowing powers are
too restricted now.

If we allow banks, trust companies, insurance companies,
and other companies, many of which employ very few
people, to borrow from the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration, certainly those companies which employ laborers,
which employ thousands of people all the time, and which
will no doubt go into bankruptcy unless they are able to
get additional money, ought to be added to the list. -

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, a lot of those to whom
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation have loaned money
went into bankrupfcy after they got the money, did they
not?

Mr. McKELLAR, Not these,

Mr. BARKLEY. No; but others.

Mr. McEKELLAR. I do not know to what extent banks
and insurance companies and others have gone into bank-
ruptey. Some of them no doubt have, but if it is right fo
lend money to banks and to trust companies and to mort-
gage companies and to insurance companies, which do not
employ a great number of people, I see no reason in the
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world why these other establishments—for example, cotton
mills, flour mills, or other concerns—which employ large
numbers of men, should not be allowed to have the privilege
of borrowing from this institution.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from Tennessee has very
truthfully just stated that business enterprises of this nature
have been practically debarred from gefting credit from the
banks, despite the help extended to the banks by the Gov-
ernment and all the relief efforts which have been made
to enable the banks to extend more credit.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, the Senator from Georgia
is exactly right. These concerns have been barred from
obtaining any credit from the banks. They are in the
hardest kind of circumstances. They keep more people em-
ployed than all these companies which have been favored
heretofore, and in order to keep them going we must give
them the right to borrow from the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from Tennessee might also
point out that if something along this line is not done there
will be no market for farm products in this country.

Mr. McKELLAR. It is very hard to see how there will be.
I think the Senator is exactly right.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, did I understand the Sen-
ator to say that unless they could borrow some money from
the Government for these plants they would go into bank-
ruptcy?

Mr. McKELLLAR. I say this, they have not the money
with which to continue in business, and, of course, it is just
a question of time when they must fail if they do not have
the money with which to conduct their business.

Mr, TYDINGS. Without taking exception to the Sena-
tor’s amendment, we are lending not our own money but the
taxpayers’ money, and it occurs to me that if a concern is
likely to go into bankruptey at all, we had better not lend it
any money.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, that would be true of the
banks and the trust companies and the mortgage companies
and other companies to which we are now lending money.

Mr, ADAMS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. ADAMS. I wanted to inquire whether the Senator’s
amendment is not broad enough practically to cover every
manufacturing plant in the country.

Mr. McKELLAR. I think not.

Mr. ADAMS. What would be excluded?

Mr. McKELLAR. I have not examined as to the several
companies which have been excluded.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I make the point of
order that the Senate is not in order, and that we cannot
hear what is going on.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of order is well taken.
Senators desiring to have conferences will please retire from
the Chamber.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I do not want to take
up the time of the Senate. It seems to me that this addi-
tion to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation’s powers
should be permifted. The loans must be well collateralled.
That Corporation cannot lend money to these companies
unless they have good security to offer. There will be no
question of security, but where a company of the kind men-
tioned here has proper security it ought to have the right in
times like these, when it cannot get the money from the
banks, to go before the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
and obtain the money. So I ask the Senate to agree to the
amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr, President, will the Senator yield to
me?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask merely for information, because it
was impossible to follow the debate on this side of the
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Chamber a short time ago. For instance, the amendment
provides that loans may be made to producers of finished
articles from raw or unmanufactured materials or products
of the soil or forests. What has the Senator in mind?

Mr. McKELLAR. Any article; for instance, manufactures
from cotton, manufactures from grain, manufactures from
fruits, and other manufactures which are from the forests
or from the soil. It includes all such articles.

Mr. President, I ask that the amendment be agreed to.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I desire to make a point of
order against the amendment. Notice was given by the Sen-
ator of his intention to move to suspend the rules.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands the Sen-
ator from Tennessee has given notice of intention to make a
motion to suspend the rules.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I make the motion now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the motion to suspend rule XVI and proceed to consider the
amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I desire to be heard on this
motion. The Senate should understand what would be the
effect of the amendment now offered by the Senator from
Tennessee,

Regardless of what particular problem may be in the mind
of the Senator from Tennessee the language of the amend-
ment is that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation shall
have the power to lend money to producers of finished arti-
cles from raw or unmanufactured materials or products of
the soil or forests, so that it means that, as to a manufac-
turer producing anything, he will have the power to borrow
from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation.

Mr. WALSH. Such as furniture, cotton textiles, and wool
textiles?

Mr, BYRNES. The packers, and those producing manu-
factures from raw materials, like the United States Steel
Co., the Bethlehem Steel Co., and similar organizations.

Mr. WALSH. If this amendment should be adopted, we
might as well close the banks and turn the United States
Government into a big bank.

Mr. BYRNES. It means nothing else. Before the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency amendments are pending
which seek to do what is proposed here. It is proposed to
have the Reconstruction Finance Corporation authorized to
lend money to States, counties, and cities, to finance all of
the denominational colleges of the couniry, to finance the
potash mines of the West, the cotton mills of the South,
the packers, and all other manufacturers of any commodity.
If we do that, we may as well realize that it means that it
will take $20,000,000,000.

Mr, TYDINGS. That would not start it.

Mr. BYRNES, The Senator from Maryland says that
would nef start it. If we should do that, surely there would
come a day of reckoning. As long as the Christmas tree
located down the Avenue has been opened to railroads, banks
and trust companies, Menibers of the Senate have declared
that it was hopeless to expect the collection of the amounts
loaned. Because we made a mistake in passing the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation Act, I want to know whether
the Senate is going to say that because a man is a manu-
facturer he shall be given the right to come to the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation and borrow directly. If he
happens to be in some other business, that right is to be
denied him. Some of the people are to be taxed in order
that we may lend money to manufacturers of various com-
modities.

Mr, VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I inquire of the Sen-
ator whether this would include loans to manufacturers of
conservation-camp toilet kits?

Mr. BYRNES. I do not know whether the Senator has
been manufacturing kits or whether he is interested in that,
but the amendment would include the manufacturer of any
commodity.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
to me?

Mr. BYRNES. I yield.
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Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator says we would be helping
the manufacturer, that we would be taking his part, that
we would be legislating in his favor. Is not the same argu-
ment to be made against those to whom we are lending
now? We are lending to banks, we are lending to trust com-
panies, we are lending to mortgage companies, we are lend-
ing to insurance companies; and if so, why not treat all
alike? Why not treat the business world in exactly the
same way in which insurance companies and the banking
world are treated? Why should we make fish'of one and
fowl of another? I should like to hear what the Senator
has to say about that.

Mr. BYRNES. If the Senator from Tennessee will ever
finish, he will hear what the Senator from South Carolina
has to say about that.

The Senator from South Carolina believes that it was a
mistake ever to enter into that activity, but because we

' made a mistake of authorizing loans to railroads and banks

and trust companies is no reason why now we should say
that we will go farther and make the mistake of lending to
all the manufacturers of the country. When the Senator
from Tennessee says it is not to help the manufacturers, I
reply that whenever you lend money to me, you are helping
me, and whenever you lend money to any man you help him.
Whenever you tax an American citizen in order that you
may be able fo lend money to another American citizen,
that first citizen must go out and work and labor and come
and give of that money earned by his thought and his
energy, so that it may be loaned to another man.

The Senator would have us provide that the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation shall be authorized to lend to every
corporation, individual, or partnership in the United States
of America, and if we did that and established a bank here,
certainly we would have to close all the banks of the coun-
try. It would be the end of any attempt to have a banking
system, and it would put the Government into the business
of lending money from Washington over all this Nation,
with its 48 States and its 130,000,000 people, with absolutely
no chance of its being done in a businesslike way.

I hope the motion to suspend the rules will not prevail.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, just one word in reply.
The Senator says that we would do away with the banking
business if we adopted my amendment. If we destroy the
manufacturing interests of this country, especially those
which manufacture articles from the soil, the banks will
be out of business anyway. Why should we legislate here
for the banks? The Senator from South Carolina voted
for the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act when it
was passed. Why should we legislate for the banks and
trust companies and railroads, and not lend money to others
in a like situation? I do not think we ought to make fish
of one and fowl of the other, and I sincerely hope that
the rules may be suspended.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on suspending
the rules and proceeding to the consideration of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR].
[Putting the question.] Two thirds of the Senators present
not having voted to suspend the rules, the motion is
rejected.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I send to the desk an
amendment, and ask that it be read by the clerk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will report the
amendment for the information of the Senate.

The Cuier Cierk. On page 10, after line 17, to insert
the Tollowing:

That the Civil Service Commission shall be empowered to in-
vestigate and conciliate differences between employees and their
superiors in any of the Government departments or independent
establishments, and to set up machinery within or without the
departments and independent establishments for that purpose.
To facilitate action, the head of each department or independent
establishment shall, if requested by the Civil Service Commission,
set up a board to make preliminary hearings and adjustments.
The Commission shall have final power to enforce its decisions
in every department and independent establishment of the Gov-
ernment and there shall be no appeal except to the President
of the United States. To carry out the provisions of this act
the Civil Service Commission shall be empowered to appoint a
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liaison officer at a salary of $6,000 per annum, who shall have
had at least 15 years of service in the Federal classified civil
service.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I will state briefly the
purpose of the amendment. Under the provisions of the
Economy Act thousands of employees who have been in the
Government service for a long period of time will be laid
off. In some instances grave injustice will undoubtedly be
done. The amendment provides when such wholesale laying
off of employees takes place by reason of the program under
the Economy Act an employee who is unjustly laid off shall
have the opportunity to have his case heard and to have an
appeal. It will not cost the Government anything except
$6,000 that will be paid to the liaison officer, who will be
some person who has been in the Government service for a
long time.

I appreciate, Mr. President, that the amendment is sub-
ject to a point of order, but I was going to ask unanimous
consent that it be taken up at this time, for the reason that
it is exceedingly important that such employees as are about
to be laid off be given an opportunity to appeal their cases
and have a hearing upon them. My understanding is that
this amendment has been worked out by the Civil Service
Commission itself. I am likewise informed that it has the
approval of the Director of the Budget and also has the
approval of all the employees of the Government.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am sorry the Senator has
stated that this amendment has the approval of the Director
of the Budget. What is wrong with it?

Mr. WHEELER. It not only has the approval of the
Director of the Budget, but it likewise has the approval of
the employees of the Government and their representatives,
and it has the approval, as I understand, of the Civil Service
Commission itself.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Montana yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BrarToN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Montana yield to the Senator from
Tennescee?

Mr. WHEELER. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. Would it not be probable that under
this amendment employees would be put into the various
governmental agencies which have been recently established
to the exclusion of others who might be employed?

Mr. WHEELER. No; that is not my understanding
at all.

Mr. McKELLAR. Would not that be the natural effect
of the amendment?

Mr. WHEELER. I do not thidk so.

Mr. McKELLAR. If those employees have the right to
appeal, they would simply be transferred to some other
department.

Mr. WHEELER. I do not think that would be the effect
of it at all. I think it would simply have effect in cases
where mistakes may be made. At the present time when a
department makes a mistake and lays off an employee who
is entitled to be kept on the roll he has no right whatsoever
of appeal. This amendment, if adopted, would simply pro-
vide for the right of appeal in instances of that kind, and
that kind only.

Mr. BONE and Mr. BYRNES addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the
Senator from Washington.

Mr. BONE. I desire to call up at this time——

Mr. McKELLAR. I think we should first act on the
amendment offered by the Senator from Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is an amendment
pending.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the
Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. BYRNES. I regret that I shall have to make a point
of order against the amendment cffered by the Senator
from Montana [Mr. WraeELER], The Senator presented the
aemendment to me a few moments ago. I have not been able
to read it carefully and to understand adequately what it
proposes to do. I really think thal an amendment of this
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kind should be referred to the Civil Service Committee, so
that it might be carefully studied. I gather, from a hasty
reading of the amendment, that it proposes to set up an
arbitration board in each department and to give the Civil
Service Commission the right to provide machinery to settle
difficulties between the departments and their employees. I
shali have to make the point of order against the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the opinion of the Chair,
the point of order is well taken, and is sustained.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. George] and I have each offered an amendment which
is practically the same in purview. The other day I filed a
motion to suspend the rule in order that the amendment
might be considered; but I understand the chairman of the
committee in charge of the bill has no objection to the
amendment. It will be recalled that soldiers who have
been wounded in actual combat with an enemy, though not
in war, as in fighting the Moros, under a strict construction
of the law cannot receive hospital treatment, which is ac-
corded to other veterans who have been injured in line of
duty in war. It is to correct that situation that the amend-
ment is drawn, and I hope the chairman of the committee
will accept it.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. When the amendment was offered a few
days ago, I said I had no objection to it, and I have no ob-
jection to it now.

Mr. TYDINGS. I send the amendment to the desk and
move its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senafor from Maryland
offers an amendment, which will be read.

The LecistATIvE CLERK. On page 47, line 10, after the
word “ amended ”, it is proposed to insert the following:

Provided further, That in addition to the pensions provided in
this title the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs is hereby author-
ized under such limitations as may be prescribed by the President,
and within the limits of existing Veterans' Administration facili-
ties, to furnish to men discharged from the Army, Navy, Marine
Corps, or Coast Guard for disabilities incurred in line of duty and
to veterans of any war, including the Boxer rebellion and the
Philippine insurrection, domiciliary care where they are suffering
with permanent disabilities, tuberculosis, or neuropsychiatric ail-
ments, and medical and hospital treatment for diseases or injuries.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I say that the addi-
tion of the admission of peace-time veterans, as explained
by the Senator from Maryland, to hospitalization is not a
matter within the discretion of the President under the
Economy Act. The President could not under that act
authorize such hospitalization. Thisamendment, if adopted,
will, of course, change the basic law so that the President
may admit peace-time battle-wounded veterans into a
hospital.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from
Maryland.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. DIETERICH. Mr. President, I desire to offer an
amendment which I think is agreeable to the chairman
of the committee. It provides that a portion of the appro-
priation carried in this bill may be used to pay the ex-
penses of patients who are housed in hospitals belonging to
the States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Illinois
offers an amendment, which will be stated.

The Crier CLERE. On page 44, line 6, it is proposed to
strike out “ $85,273,000"” and to insert “ $86,273,000: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $1,000,000 of this amount may be
used for payments to State institutions caring for and
maintaining veterans suffering from neuropsychiatric ail-
ments, when found to be to the best interest of the United
States.”

Mr. BYRNES. I have examined this amendment. I
have learned that there are a number of men who are in
State institutions, and under this amendment, if adopted,
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the Veterans’ Administration will have the authority, if it
deems it to be wise, to send a suffering veteran to an institu-
tion of the State. I have no objection to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The quesion is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Illinois.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr, STEIWER. Mr, President, I now move to reconsider
the vote had upon May 31 by which the Senate disagreed
to the committee amendment on page 53, and lines 1 and
2, page 54 of the bill

Mr. WALSH. What is the nature of that amendment?

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President——

Mr. STEIWER. The amendment reported by the com-
mittee proposed to strike out the provision permitting the
President to cancel or modify certain contracts which are
defined in that section.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York
suggests the absence of a quorum. The clerk will call the
Toll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Costigan Kendrick Robinson, Ind.
Ashurst Cutting Eeyes Russell
Bachman Dale King Bchall
Bankhead Dickinson La Follette Sheppard
Barbour Dieterich Lonergan Bhipstead
Barkley Duffy Long Stelwer
Black Erickson McAdoo Stephens
Bone Fess McCarran Thomas, Okla.
Borah Fletcher MoeGill Thomas, Utah
Bratton Frazier McEellar Thompson
Brown George McNary Townsend
Bulkley Glass Metcalf Trammell
Bulow Goldsborough Murphy Tydings
Byrd Gore Neely Vandenberg
Byrnes Hale Norris Van Nuys
Capper Harrison Nye Walcott
cCaraway Hastings Overton Walsh

Carey Hatfleld Patterson Wheeler
Clark Hayden Pope White
Connally Hebert Reed

Coolidge Johnson Reynolds

Copeland Kean Robinson, Ark.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-five Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present. The question
recurs on the motion of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
StErwer] to reconsider the vote whereby the amendment
indicated by him was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I move to lay the motion
of the Senator from Oregon on the table.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, is this question debat-
able?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not. The question
recurs on the motion of the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I ask the Senator from
Tennessee not to make the motion in order that an oppor-
tunity may be afforded further to explain this matter.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, we have debated this
question heretofore, and it seems to me that it has been
fully discussed in every way; it has been voted upon; and it
ought to remain as it is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question recurs upon
the motion of the Senator from Tennessee to lay on the
table the motion of the Senator from Oregon.

Mr., STEIWER. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. BONE. A vote in the affirmative is a vote to table
the motion of the Senator from Oregon, is it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct. The clerk
will call the roll. .

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HEBERT (when his name was called). On this vote
I have a pair with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewisl.
I do not know how he would vote if present. If permitted to
vote, I should vote “ nay.”

Mr. PATTERSON (when his name was called). Making

the same announcement in regard to my general pair, I'am
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uninformed how the junior Senator from New York [Mr.
‘WacneEr] would vote if present. If I were permitted to vote,
I should vote “ nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HEBERT. I wish to announce the following general
pairs:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. AusTin] with the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Grass]; and

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. Hastings] with the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BamLEy].

I am informed that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aus-
TIN] and the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Hastings] if pres-
ent would vote “ nay ” on this question.

Mr. PATTERSON. I am informed by the senior Senator
from New York [Mr. CoreLann] that his colleague the junior
Senator from New York [Mr. Waener] would vote as I in-
tend to vote. Therefore I feel free to vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. GLASS. I have a general pair with the junior Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. Austin], who is necessarily absent.
In his absence I withhold my vote. If permitted to vote,
I should vote “ yea.”

Mr. ASHURST. My colleague the junior Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypEN] is detained from the Chamber on
other official business.

Mr. KENDRICK. I wish to announce that the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. Locan] has a general pair with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Davis].

I also wish to announce that the following-named Sen-
ators are necessarily absent on official business: Mr. BAILEY,
Mr. D, Mr. Lewis, Mr. Locan, Mr. PrrTMaN, Mr. SMITH,
and Mr. WAGNER,

The result was announced—yeas, 44, nays 36, as follows:

YEAS—44
Adams Capper Gore Pope
Bachman Caraway Harrison Reynolds
Bankhead Clark Kendrick Robinson, Ark,
Barkley Connally King Russell
Black Costigan La Follette Bheppard
Bone Cutting McGill Thomas, Okla.
Bratton Dieterich McKellar Thomas, Utah
Brown Duffy Murphy Thompson
Bulkley Erickson Neely Tydings
Bulow Fletcher Norris Walsh
Byrnes Frazier Overton Wheeler

NAYS—36
Ashurst Fess McAdoo Shipstead
Barbour rge McCarran SBteiwer
Borah Goldsborough McNary Stephens
Byrd Hale Metcalf Townsend
Carey Hatfleld Nye Trammell
Coolidge Johnson Patterson Vandenberg
Copeland Eean Reed Van Nuys
Dale Lonergan , Robinson, Ind Walcott
Dickinson Long White

NOT VOTING—16

Austin Din Hebert Norbeck
Bailey Glass Eeyes Pittman
Couzens Has Lewis Bmith
Davis Hayden Logan Wagner

So Mr. McKeLrar’s motion to lay Mr. Sterwer’'s motion
on the table was agreed to.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I wish to announce that
I voted “nay” for the reason that there was such great
confusion in the Chamber. I am sure many Senators did
not know what the question was. There was no debate. I
wish we could have had some debate on the question.
I usually vote against laying motions on the table, but I
should like to have heard some explanation about what
we were laying on the table and what the main question
was. There was such confusion that I could not hear what
was going on.

Mr. McKELLAR., Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Arizona yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. ASHURST. 1 yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. On the 31st of May, 2 days ago, the
guestion of giving the President the right to modify, and
even in some cases to cancel, contracts made for the carriage
of mail by steamship and airship companies was before the
Senate. It was discussed at length. It was settled, as I re-
member, by a majority vote of 7. The Senator from Oregon
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[Mr. Sterwer] made a motion to reconsider the vote by
which that amendment was agreed to. I made the motion
to lay on the table the motion of the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Arizona yield for an observation?

Mr, ASHURST, Certainly.

Mr., STEIWER. Supplementing what was just said by
the Senator from Tennessee, the vote on May 31 was a
vote of 35 to 27. The total number participating in that
vote was 63. There were 33 Senators not present in the
Chamber. Senators will remember that the vote was had
during the morning when we met at the hour of 10 o’clock.
Many Senators were engaged in important committee meet-
ings and did not find it possible to be here at that time. I
desired to have a vote upon this important question. Many
other Senators desired to have a vote upon it. I accord-
ingly made the motion to reconsider. I realize that the
Senator from Tennessee was within his rights when he
made the motion to table the motion to reconsider, but
nevertheless I deeply regret that he saw fit to exercise that
right under the circumstances.

Mr. ASHURST. I am content.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Arizona yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. I am extremely sorry that the Senate,
without hearing any discussion on the matter, has acted
as it did. I thought the other day, with the very brief
statement that was made to the small number of Senators
present, that perhaps it was well to let it go as we did let
it zo. But this involves the whole question of the future of
the American merchant marine. Great Britain is striving
in every way possible to destroy our American merchant
marine. I placed in the Recorp the official report of the
British Chamber of Shipping wherein they pointed out what
they are striving to do, to destroy the subsidies particularly
in our country.

I want to say, in all good feeling, because it does not
make a particle of difference to me personally, that there
will be great rejoicing in Great Britain over what we have
done. We are seeking to hamstring, or whether we are seek-
ing to do if, nevertheless by what we have done we are
about to hamstring the American merchant marine, With
the provisions which we have enacted, it permits the Presi-
dent to abrogate solemn contracts, to do that with not only
fraudulent contracts but any contract having to do with
the carrying of mail.

Our shipping has been largely subsidized by our counfry.
It means, in my opinion, that there will be brought back
on the hands of the American Government great numbers of
ships because of the loss of credit which our American lines
will suffer.

So I wanted to say that. The Senator from Tennessee
would not grant us the courtesy of a discussion of the matter
today, but I wanted to give some proof of the thesis I have
presented.

What we have done today, Senators, in my opinion, will
have tremendous ill effects on American shipping and upon
our country in general.

Mr. KING. Mr, President—

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. KING. The observations just submitted by the Sen-
ator from New York are not new in this Chamber. I shall
not state that his present speech is a repetition of former
ones. Indeed, a good speech perhaps is worthy of repeti-
tion; and the Senator has made an admirable speech today,
as he has upon former occasions.

The Senator, however, in his utterances upon the mer-
chant marine is not dissimilar to Jeremiah of old, whose
melancholy prophecies did not always fall upon willing ears,
He is an able defender of the merchant marine, and sincerely
desires its development. But some of his prophecies, in my
judgment, never will be fulfilled.

A number of shipping companies of the United States have |,

been favorites of the Government and have cbtained large
subsidies at a time when subsidies cught not to have been

granted, and have received contracts for the carrying of
mail from which they have derived enormous profits; indeed,
profits so great that in some instances vessels were paid for
in a limited number of voyages.

. This matter has been discussed at great length in the
Senate during the past 5 or 6 years. Many matters have
been placed in the Recorp after full discussion showing the
condition of our merchant marine and the subsidies received
by them from the United States. In my opinion, no further
discussion was necessary upon the motion of the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR].

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President—-

Mr. ASHURST. I have an amendment to offer on another
matter, but I yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. I merely desire to make a statement.

- Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, a point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. BANKHEAD. What is before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona
is about to offer an amendment. There is no pending
question,

Mr. ASHURST. I offer the amendment which I send to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The Crier CLERK. On page b7, after line 25, it is pro-
posed to insert a new section, as follows:

SEc, —. That the provisions of section 215 of the act entitled
“An act making appropriations for the legislative branch of the
Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1832 " (Public Law
No. 212, 72d Cong.)., as amended by the act entitled “An act to
maintain the credit of the United States Government™ (Public
Law No. 2, 72d Cong.), shall not apply to members of the Metro-

politan Police force and the Fire Depertment of the District of
Columbia.

Mr. ASHURST obtained the floor.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me for just a moment?

Mr. ASHURST. 1 yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator from New
York [Mr. Copzranp] was ungracious encugh to say that I
had treated him discourteously in making a motion fo lay
on the table. I intended no discourtesy whatever to the
Senator. I was entirely within my rights and within the
rules. One of the reasons why I did it—I would not have
mentioned it otherwise—was that I recall that on a similar
bill affecting the merchant marine, some years ago, the Sen-
ator from New York entered a motion to reconsider and
kept that bill from passing, and kept it before the Senate
for the remainder of the session. This is an appropriation
bill and I did not want this bill to die in the same way.
That was one of the reasons that actuated me in moving to

lay on the table the motion to reconsider made by the-

Senator from Oregon [Mr. STEIWER].
I desire to say that I am not inimical to a merchant

marine. I think America can maintain a merchant marine.

I do not believe that giving the President authority to
modify these very remarkable contracts that have been
made and to reduce services and to reduce trips, if neces-
sary, will in the slightest degree affect our merchant marine.

I believe that a righteous verdict has heen twice reached
in the consideration of this bill.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, a word now on the
amendment I have offered.

The amendment provides that the Metropolitan Police
and firemen of the District of Columbia shall not have their
annual leave reduced but shall have their 20 days instead of
15 days’ leave.

Mr. President, the hour is late; Senators are weary; and
I have but to say that I have a list here showing that in
the past 5 months one captain worked 119 extra hours.

A certain sergeant worked 85 hours extra time.

A certain lieutenant worked 107 hours extra.

A certain private worked 83 hours extra.

I believe that the Metropolitan Police and firemen should
have their 20 days’ leave instead of having it reduced to
15 days.
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I realize, of course, that this amendment is subject to a
point of order. I realize that it is legislation on an appro-
priation bill. I hope, however, that the genial, warm-
hearted, able Senator from South Carolina [Mr. ByrwEes],
in charge of the bill, will let this amendment go to confer-
ence. I appeal to him to relax the rigidity of the rules so
that these Metropolitan Police and firemen—and in all
America there are no more efficient policemen or efficient
firemen—will not have their annual leave reduced from 20
to 15 days.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I am glad the Senator
from Arizona has nothing more to say, because he is almost
too persuasive. [Laughter.]

Mr. President, I have to make the point of order. This
question was gone into fully. The object was to put all the
employees of the Government on the same basis insofar as
leave of absence with pay was concerned. We fixed the
leave at 15 days; and if we now make an exception for one,
there is no just reason for refusing to give to all of the other
employees, here and throughout the country, leave in excess
of 15 days.

I make the point of order on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair thinks the point
of order is well taken, and it is sustained.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The CuieF CLERK. On page 48, line 18, it is proposed to
strike out * $231,730,000"” and to insert in lieu thereof
“$401,730,000.”

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, in explanation of the
amendment I will state that a few days ago, when the
amendment of the Senator from New Mexico was pending,
I stated that if that amendment was adopted it would be
unnecessary to amend the total, because ample funds were
provided in the bill to pay the compensation of veterans
until the Congress shall meet in January.

The adoption by the Senate of the Connally amendment,
however, according to the best information I can secure
this afternoon, means an additional amount of $170,000,000.
In view of that fact I do not believe it would be wise to let
the amount provided in the bill remain. Therefore I have
offered this amendment, increasing the amount for pensions
by $170,000,000, so that it can go to conference; and if there
is any change there the change can be reflected in the total
of the bill. I do not believe we should take the chance of
having an increase of that amount not provided for in the
bill.

I therefore ask the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, as I understand the Senator,
the material changes in the bill this afternoon call for
another appropriation of $170,000,000.

Mr. BYRNES. What the Senator from Utah understood
the Senator from South Carolina to say was that the amend-
ment of the bill calls for $170,000,000. I do not want to
open up any more debate on that question, because this
bill has been before the Senate so long that the Senator
from Oregon was misled info saying that he gave notice of
a motion to reconsider on March 31, and it seems to me it
has been that long. [Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senafor from South
Carolina.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I have another amendment,
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The CuHier CLErRK. It is proposed that the clerks be
authorized to correct the totals and section numbers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
amendment is agreed to.
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Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I desire at this time to call
up an amendment which I offered on yesterday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wash-
ington offers an amendment, which will be stated.

The CHier CLERK. On page 39, line 21, it is proposed to
strike out * $50,000,000 ” and to insert * $5,000,000.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the Senator from Washington.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, the Senator from New York
[Mr. Coreranp] referred to the matter of ship subsidies. In
that connection the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Byrnes] said just a few minutes ago on the floor that he
regarded it as a bad practice to tax the whole people for
the benefit of & small group—a proposal with which I am
in most hearty agreement.

In order that the Senator from New York might have an
opportunity to discuss the matter which was affected by the
motion of the Senator from Tennessee, I have offered this
amendment to transfer the $45,000,000, which would other-
wise go to the payment of ship subsidies, to the veterans’
fund provided in this bill. That is the effect of this amend-
ment—to transfer to the veterans of this country $45,000,000
of money which otherwise would go to shipping lines in the
payment of ship subsidies. If that can be accomplished, I
think we will be doing something distinctly worth while.

I do not want to prolong this discussion. I merely wish,
for the purpose of the record to have the veterans of this
country and the people understand better just what these
subsidies mean, I want them to understand that they not
only mean the payment of a vast sum every year out of the
Treasury for hauling a little mail, but they also mean the
virtual gift of hundreds of millions, yes, $2,000,000,000
worth of shipping property to steamship companies in this
country for a tiny fraction of its original cost.

There is a suit now pending in the Federal court at Balti-
more involving one steamship company that bought five
steamships from the United States Government. These
steamers cost the Government two and a quarter million
dollars apiece. This company bought these steamships
under the Jones-White Act for $30,000 apiece, which was
approximately one seventieth of their cost to the Govern-
ment; and if that company never received one penny in
ship subsidies, it would have received these beautiful steam-
ers—five of them, for $150,000. That is all in the world it
would have had invested in these five steel steamships; and
I submit that it is enough for the Government to supply the
steamers themselves, at one seventieth of their cost, without
supplying the capital to run the vessels afterward.

This particular company is now bringing suit, the plead-
ings in which case I hold in my hand, demanding that the
interest rate on Government loans to it to remodel these
steamers shall be reduced from 3 percent to one half of 1
percent per annum. The company was not satisfied with
getting two and a quarter millions dollars’ worth of Federal -
property for $30,000; it wants this Government in this dark
hour of financial distress and trouble, to loan it money for
one half of 1 percent! And this, while our Nation faces
grave perils, and has billions of money borrowed from bank-
ers and others on which it is paying 4%;-percent interest.

I have just one more observation., I place this in the
ReEecorp, because I think the people of this country are en-
titled to know just what this means to the Treasury of the
United States.

A steamship company operating from Gulf to Mediter-
ranean ports in 1 year’s time received $438,775 for hauling
mail which under international postal union rates would
otherwise have been hauled for $58.

Another concern down in that part of the country hauled
a batch of mail for which it received $789,258.50, while the

-regular rate under international postal union rates for haul-

ing that mail would have been $1,462.80.

I want the American people to know that they are today
making possible huge profits for private corporations at pub-
lic expense. If there is to be any thrift, any economy, if we
are going to cut the pensions of our soldiers, certainly we
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lack justification for continuing these tremendous subsidies.
I am trying to divert this money from wealthy steamship
companies, to whom we have virtually given $2,000,000,000
worth of Government propertly for a song, to the disabled
soldiers of this country, to whom I believe it justly belongs,
if anyone is entiiled to it.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. BONE. In just a moment.

Our soldiers fought to preserve the very wealth these
steamship gentlemen now possess. These boys put uniforms
on their backs, shouldered rifles, and went out to fight and
die, if need be, to preserve and protect this private wealth.
We have not hesitated to take pension money away from
our soldiers to give it to the subsidy grabbers. That is the
thing against which I rise to protest.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. BONE. I will answer it if I can.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I have sympathy with the
policy of denying subsidies to the shipping interests. I was
wondering, however, whether the Senator has correctly in-
terpreted the provisions of the bill. It seems to me, from
a hasty examination of it, that it does not carry a direct
appropriation out of the Treasury, but merely confers upon
the Shipping Board authority to use funds which they had
accumulated in the operation of Government ships. If
it is a direct appropriation, I would support a motion to
strike it outf; but if it is merely an authorization to utilize
funds on hand which have been earned through the op-
eration of Government vessels, then another question is
presented. I shall be glad to be informed as to the facts
in this matter.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Washington yield to me in that connection?

Mr. BONE. 1 yield.

Mr. COPELAND. As a matter of fact, the item which the
Senator has. mentioned in his amendment relates to a
theoretical sum of $50,000,000. In the appropriation act for
the fiscal year 1930 we set up the sum of $50,000,000 for the
expenses of the Shipping Board, to operate the ships which
we had not yet sold. As a matter of fact, let me say in all
kindness to my friend from Washington, there is not $50,-
000,000 in this fund. The amount in the fund at this mo-
ment is $14,461,000. The $50,000,000 was the sum set up in
1930, and we have used that up operating these ships. We
talk about the subsidies we give to the great shipping lines.
On those which we operate ourselves we have wasted now,
if you want to use that word, $36,000,000 in operating our
own ships, but we have not scld them at all at $2 a ton or
$200 a ton. So let me say to my friend from Washington
that, much as I would like to help the veterans—and I would
like to help them, not $50,000,000, but two or three times that
amount—we cannot get blood cut of a turnip, and we can-
not get $45,000,000 out of $14,000,000, and there is no
$50,000,000 there available for this purpose or for any other
purpose.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I will occupy the floor just a
moment longer. I do not know the purpose of the commit-
tee in appearing to make available $50,000,000 if the money
was not there. :

The Senator in charge of the bill has just advised me
that there was $14,000,000 in the fund. It makes no differ-
ence, however, if there is only $14,000,000, I object as a
matter of principle to a private steamship company getting
that sum instead of the veterans, when the soldier needs
it so badly in these tragic times.

If the Senator will look at page 41, he will find there a
reappropriation of the unexpended balance of the appro-
priation of $10,000,000 made to operate lines of ships which
have been taken back or may be taken back. I think per-
haps that is one of the things the Senator from New York
referred to.

Mr. COPELAND. Let me say, if the Senator will permit
me, that this reappropriation was made in order that tech-
nically whatever money had been unexpended might be
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used and added fo the fund. But let me assure the Sen-
ator that the amount of money in this operating fund, not
for private shipping, not for the subsidizing of ships which
we have sold, but this money cited on page 39, is for the
care and operation and the expenses of our own shipping
lines, not those which we have sold to other people. If
the Senator wishes to find $45,000,000 to aid the veterans—
and I should like to find that much to aid them—he cannot
find it here. As a matter of fact, we have appropriated, if
I remember, only about $25,000,000 for the ship-subsidy
work, and that is in another bill entirely, not in this one.
While it looks as if, on the face of it, they could expend
not to exceed $50,000,000, as a matter of fact that is the
language of the appropriation bill for the fiscal year 1930,
and the amount of money in that fund is only about
$14,000,000.

Mr. BONE. The position of the Senator from New York,
reduced to its simplest terms, seems to be this: That there
is something tragic in the people of this country retaining
possession of their own property and operating it at a pos-
sible loss, but a similar loss becomes sanctified when we vir-
tually give this property away to a private corporation, and
that private corporation comes to the Congress and says,
“ We cannot operate the property you have given us without
a loss, and Uncle Sam must make up the difference.” We
blithely and gaily make up the difference, and think that
sort of practice is all right.

If the Government has to give its property away and then
make up the losses of a private corporation, which is the
beneficiary of such wonderful generosity, it would have been
the part of wisdom to have kept the property. We virtually
give these Government ships away, and now the private
steamship companies want the Government to not only keep
the ships running for them but virtually underwrite losses
by extravagant subsidies.

The largest private business enferprises have been coming
down to Congress and asking that body to underwrite busi-
ness and guarantee its financial success. If the Government
underwrites all forms of private business, private business
should not object to the Government entering some forms
of business, as it has in the Muscle Shoals development. If
private capital wants to enjoy a monopoly of the business
field, it should stand on its own bottom and not bleed the
country in taxes to cover its losses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Washington.

The amendment was rejected.

WHAT IS TO HAFPEN TO THE UNDERSTANDING OF A UNANIMOUS
CONGRESS? i

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am informed today that th
President has been advised by the Treasury Department not
to allow the bill which passed the Senate for the relief of
the banks of the country to be approved by the conferees of
the House and the Senate. That is, that the provision we
put into the law stipulating that the guaranty bank fund
was to be participated in by the State banks just as by the
Federal Reserve banks must come out of the measure; and
that, instead of the Vandenberg amendment, which pro-
vides that the State banks shall be admitted, guaranteeing
deposits up to $2,500 until the permanent guaranty fund is
to take effect, the President’s advisers have insisted that
there be written into the measure a provision that the State
banks shall participate in the benefits only upon having been
admitted through the certificate of the board containing a
member of the Federal Reserve Board, the balance of them
to be appointed by the President.

Mr. President, that is the information I get, which I think
is pretty reliable. In fact, I am more than sure it is re-
liable, and what does that mean?

I was not going to support the Glass banking bill in the
Senate when it was here for consideration, but when the
Senator from Michigan came to me with his amendment,
which we call “ the Vandenberg amendment ”, showing that
the State banks were going to be given a chance and fair
treatment, I was willing to swallow some of the provisions
of the Glass bill, which I had not accepted before, in order to
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get a reasonable protection for the banks and more protec-
tion for the depositors of the little banks in the States.

I want to say that the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]
kept faith with what I had understood. The Senator from
Virginia accepted that amendment on the floor of the Sen-
ale, and it was adopted.

I happen to know that the amendment was satisfactory
to the people in charge of the bill in the House. I happen
to know that the Senator from Virginia went a long way in
the matter, particularly in having shown not only senatorial
preferment toward this kind of a settlement of the matter,
but even in his grand personal conduct toward myself and
the efforts which I made to rush the bill along in an evening
session.

Mr. President, if, in trying to bring this country out of the
rough, we have the Treasury Department of this country
overturning what was the consensus of all the minds in the
Senate and the House on this banking question, all our
effort comes to naught. After all this effort to get a con-
structive banking law for this country, after all of that, it
comes to naught, all because of the advisers in the Treasury
Department. I do not know who they are, probably the
Secretary of the Treasury, the Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury, and possibly somebody else, though I do not know
who else. I am not in on any conference. I never confer in
such meetings. To begin with, I am not expected. It has
always been my policy, instead of participating in confer-
ences, to take instructions from conferees and try to follow
along.

If this kind of a worked-out proposition which we had
hoped after a year's work here was going to produce a com-
promise and give solidity to a credit structure throughout
this country is going to be upset—as I understand efforts
now are afoot to upset this agreement by the preemptory
pronunciamentos given to the conferees in both Houses—
then there is no use of having legislation going through here
at all. What is the use of all the work if some midnight or
6 o'clock or 9 o'clock or 4 o’clock pronouncement given from
the White House as the result of advice is going to upset it
all? There is no need of trying to have legislation at all to
create a balanced structure. We need the Glass bill in some
respects, but what does this bill mean now if they strike out
our amendment?

I want to say with every feeling of kindness that I owe
every compliment that I can pay to the Senator from Vir-
ginia for his magnanimous support here in accepting the
Vandenberg amendment, and I feel that we owe a great
debt to the Senator from Michigan for his effort to bring
about this situation. I know the attitude of the members
of the Committee on Banking and Currency in the House,
and it is the feeling of the two committees of the two Houses,
it is almost the unanimous opinion of the Membership of
the Senate and of the Membership of the House, that we
should have our amendment; and in spite of all that and
all the work that has been done, now we are to have the
whole thing upset and the bill brought back with our amend-
ment cut out, so that the bill, from our standpoint, will be
worse than if we had no legislation at all.

Mr. President, what is to come in here? If they try to
put in a guaranty bank fund for the national banks or
the Federal Reserve banks and leave out of that guaranty
bank fund the State banks, it will break 95 percent of the
State banks in the United States within 3 months’ time, if
not 100 percent.

If we so legislate here as to allow the State banks to be
left out—and I say “left out ™ advisedly—if we do not suc-
ceed in having the so-called “ Vandenberg amendment "
finally adopted; if we legislate in such a way as to leave
the State banks out of the guaranty fund, after we have
once voted them in, and, on the other hand, leave the mem-
ber banks of the Federal Reserve System in the guaranty
fund, everybody knows that every dollar of money is going
to be deposited in the banks the solvency of which the
Government has guaranteed.

Let me tell the Senate what has been done in this country,
Mr. President. Early in March, shortly after President

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

B e R | el P32 A L e DI

JUNE 2

Roosevelt went into office, we managed to pass a law under
which all the banks could be admitted if the Federal Reserve
Board saw fit to pass them for admission. Now I want to
tell what was done. They went down to my State of Louisi-
ana and excluded from their list one or two, or perhaps a half
dozen of the strongest banks we had in the country. I wasin
position to know the status of some of those banks from
their reports. Mr. President, they excluded one bank as
to the solvency of which, if they had permitted it to open,
there would never have been any question; it would have con-
tinued in business, and if the country was liquidated it could
have liquidated. But after excluding that bank, and others
like it, they went up to another place in Louisiana and
opened a national bank that had a State branch bank. That
State bank was so insolvent that it looked like it would
wreck the whole country down there to keep it open. The
only reason the State bank had not been closed was because
it looked as if it might be held solvent by reason of the
connection it had with the national bank. It was a most
pitiful picture of a bank that we knew anything about.

Right across the river, in Mississippi, was a bank to which
we had furnished every kind of assistance in the world to
keep it from closing its doors, but, lo and behold, when
they got ready, just because it had a national bank charter
they opened up that bank over across the line in Mississippi,
although they are never going to be able to keep it open
unless they pour every dollar they have intoit. They opened
up that other such bank in Louisiana too; they opened up a
bank concerning which I have such a report that there is
not a man in the Senate who will say they had any right
under the rules which they had prescribed to open if; and
they have kept closed other banks in the State, although,
from the record, there is not any comparison between their
solvency and the solvency of some of the banks they have
opened.

The other day one of the strongest banks in the South
came here to get admitted to the Federal Reserve System.
It is one of the strongest banks there is anywhere in the
United States, and is located at Shreveport, La. After they
had examined the bank, somebody in the Federal Reserve
bank of Dallas district, said they thought they ought to
put $200,000 more capital in it and they agreed to do it.
They got up here to Washington after the Dallas bank had
approved the plan, and the next thing I knew they wanted
about $950,000.

I ascertained sufficient about the situation to know that
it was practically almost impossible to get through the web-
work so that a State bank might secure admission into the
Federal Reserve System at all; and yef, because there was a
national bank in Vicksburg and there was a State bank
branch of a national bank in another place in Louisiana,
they saw fit to pull them in and try to hold them open and
breathe whatever life they could into them.

I am not complaining, Mr. President, for the banks. We
cannot possibly make this country solvent unless we can
give people confidence in the banks. We cannot close all
the State banks in this country. If we enact a law guaran-
teeing deposits in Federal Reserve banks, but not taking in
the State banks, without any question, it is going to mean
the closing of the State banks; it is going to mean that we
will have guaranteed and unguaranteed bank deposits, and
the people are going to try to take their money out of those
not guaranteed and put it in banks that are guaranteed.

Can they pull them out of banks that are not guaranteed?
No. Why? Because we have only about $7,000,000,000
worth of currency in the United Stafes, and the State banks
have probably $20,000,000,000 worth of deposits, and, at the
very most, they might get three or four billion dollars out
of the State banks, their part of the currency, to put into
the supposed-to-be guaranteed bank system. We will create
a crisis if we undertake to guarantee a certain list of Fed-
eral Reserve banks and not guarantee the State banks; we
will bring on a banking crisis that will be worse than the
banking crisis we had on the 4th day of March. It is not
physically possible to keep a banking structure afloat in this
country by guaranteeing half of them and not guaranteeing
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the other half. It is just not possible to do it. Tt is going
to mean that everybody is going to try to draw his money
out of the unguaranteed bank and put it in the bank that
is guaranteed.

Now, who is advising the President in this matter? If
this were the demand of the Senator from Virginia, I would
have to take a back seat; if it were the demand of Mr.
SteEAcaLL, the Chairman of the Banking and Currency
Committee of the other House, I would have to take a back
seat; if it were the demand of the Senator from Florida
[Mr. FrercHER], the Chairman of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee of the Senate, I would take a back seat;
but it is not their demand. Who is passing judgment, Mr.
President, on this matter. The Secretary of the Treasury,
Mr. William H. Woodin, is passing judgment on the matter;
the Treasury Department is passing judgment. Mr. STEAGALL
agrees—O.K.; the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]
agrees—fine; the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG]
comes in with an amendment—O.K.; the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. Roeinson] voted for the amendment; the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. McNaryl, the leader on the Republi-
can side, voted for the amendment; even I voted for the
amendment and for the bill. But a voice stopped it all.
‘What sort of opposition is there to it? Mr. Woodin, with
his name freshly painted in the list J. P. Morgan & Co., buy-
ing stock for $20 which I was offered, as a sucker, for $37—
and there were plenty of suckers, but I was not one of them
for I learned my lesson in earlier days—Mr. Woodin, whose
name adorns the list and, I understand, the assistant of Mr,
‘Woodin advise against us.

I started to oppose the confirmation of Mr. Woodin's
assistant because it locoked to me like a family matter; but
on further reflection I went to a ball game and let it go
over and said no more about it. It would not have made
any difference anyway, and I just put myself on record and
decided I would let the Senators vote for the confirmation
of the balance of the family, and I would get what pleasure
I could by watching a ball game between Washington and
Cleveland in the American League. I probably ought to
have stayed here because, well—at any rate, I made no fur-
ther opposition, and the gentleman was confirmed. I do
not think he is in the category of those competent for the
job. He has had no financial experience, but there was
some competency shown by the record. It was shown that
he was a member of a firm of attorneys representing J. P.
Morgan and Charley Mitchell here in the Capital, and that
was proof of some competency. That and other similar
mafters came out in the hearing, and it was apparent
that this kind of appointment could not be disturbed except
for strong presumptive or actual proof to the contrary at
least.

So Woodin, Morgan's preferred client and Morgan'’s local
attorney practicing in the Treasury Department, neither one
of them with any experience whatever that ought to stand
up against the kind of men that are here in the Senate and
in the House, is going to wreck our bill,

So now they come out. It does not make any difference,
Mr. President. I would have thought in days like these,
with the Secretary of the Treasury going around asking
whether he ought to resign or not, he would let us alone
here. I know he has been asking advice of people as fo
what he ought to do, whether he ought to stay there or get
out. He did not ask me, but I advised him without his
asking me. [Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate will be in order,
and this admonition applies to the galleries.

Mr. LONG. I would have thought, Mr. President, with
this gentleman going around asking Senators what he ought
to do, apparently wanting to know from authority that he
thought reliable, whether he ought to stay there or not, that
the least thing he would have done would have not fo have
been setting himself up as an oracle to tell us what we
should do about a bill that everybody agreed on and was
happy over. I was about to get feelinz good over this situa-
tion, for the first time—well, not for the first time, per-
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haps, for it looked like something good was going through
here several times, but something always happened.

I do not understand this thing. There is just something
in the way. I remember one time playing in some kind of
a game going on in the West in which there was used a
pack of cards called “bull dog” playing cards. It seemed
like somehow or other the gentlemen who were playing
with me could understand something better than I could,
and after I got through with the game they happened to
leave upon the table the cards with which they played. We
got a magnifying glass, and I found that those bull-dog
cards, on the back of them, would have the dog with one
eye closed on one card and another would have two eyes
closed, and one would have one foot up. [Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate will be in order,
and this admonition applies to the galleries.

Mr. LONG. A blind man could have seen, but I could
not see, that I did not have a chance in the world in that
game; and apparently I do not have a chance in the world
in this business; I was living in a false paradise,

I was considering going home and taking up a collection
with which to build a monument to the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Grass] and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VanpenBerc] and the Chairman of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee of the House [Mr. Steacarrl, feeling that
everything was all right and people were going to feel that
they were safe; that we were going to have afiiliates di-
vorced from private banking houses, which I wanted but
confidentially, I had been told by the Chairman of the
Banking and Currency Committee in the Hcouse that he
would strike out the branch-banking provision in confer-
ence. I thought I had that much that the Senator from
Virginia did not know anything about; that everything
was “ hunky dory ”; but, oh, no.

We are investigating Morgan. Well, we have got him
down here investigating him, and lo and behold one little
man on his preferred list overrules the Senate and both
Houses of Congress.

Investigate him?

Why, a little preferred customer of Morgan has got more
power over the banking legislation of the United States than
the two Houses of Congress put together.

Investigate him?

Why, Mr. President, we have been fooling ourselves. He
turns all of us from the back. He nof only saw us coming,
but he saw us before we got up. After all we have done on
the bill, held here as it had been, he shows us that we are
powerless, we are helpless, and nothing of the kind that we
figured on is going to be done when the preferred customer
and whoever he has got serving with him as Under Secretary
speaks and spells the doom of what would have been a
solvent banking situation in the United States.

I am told that someone recommends that we had better
get Congress to adjourn. Well, Mr. President, so far as I
am concerned, I had rather see the Congress adjourn than
to see it pass this bill with a guaranty of bank deposits in
it at all, unless State banks are included.

I am going to appeal fo my friends.in the Senate who
were for that bill to do one of two things, either to stand up
and let the guaranteed-bank-deposit provision stay in the
bill as we passed it here, or sirike out the guaranteeing of
bank deposits altogether. Do not let it go out unless you
want to break half the banks with one lick. Do not have a
provision to guarantee bank deposits unless you put them all
in it. If you are going to provide for admitting State banks
after examination here in Washington, just forget all about
it. Never mind about putting us in after they investigate.
It is too much like the nigger lodge. We know what that
investigation means. Unless we are going to be taken in just
like the balance of them, then there is no need whatever
for it.

I want to ask the Senator from Michigan and the Senator
from Virginia not to let this provision, that puts the State
banks in that are open on the certificate of the State com-
mission, be taken out of that bill unless they take it all out,
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and if they take it all out I will still be for the bill and let
it go. But we are getting along; we are getting along some-
how, in some way. There is nothing so much the matter
with the little banks as there is with the country. When we
broke our couniry, we broke our banks. When our land that
raises cotton has no value, then our mortgage on the land
that raised the cotton was not worth anything, and therefore
the bank’s loan was not good. When we could not sell our
cotton, then our mortgage on the cofton was not worth
much, and so the bank’s loan on the cotton was not worth
much. When we could not sell our timber, then our mort-
gage on the timberland was not worth much, and then the
bank’s loan on that was not worth much either.

It will be found, if we look up the little banks in the
country, that all they have is what would have been abso-
lutely good if America had been going along all right. They
would have been all right. True, we bought too many things
that they sent down from some of the big banks. We would
have been better off without some of them, but we did not
have very much of them. They were sold mostly in other
States, and I sympathize with them.

I hope we will know where we are. I hope the Senators
from Michigan and Virginia will help, though I do not know
how much they feel they are obligated to help out in this
matter. I know the Senator from Michigan said to me that
the Senator from Virginia told him that if the President
of the United States said he would not sign the bill with
his amendment in it, he would have to back off of it. I
had understood that. I hope I am not viclating anything
that anybody told me. I felt if the Senator from Virginia
accepted the amendment and we all voted for it and the
Members of the House voted for it, we would not have any
trouble. Highly as I regarded the President of the United
States, I felt that if we had the consent of the Senator from
Virginia and the committee in the House and the two leaders
of the parties in this body and the other House, it would be
all right, particularly with my own consent thrown in so
as not to unbalance anything. [Laughter.] But if we are
going to have this bill passed as it is said to be passed,
we might as well quit trying to do anything in the affair.

How long are we going to have Mr. Woodin here, Mr.
President? How long is he going to stay here? Why
have not these Senators to whom he has been appealing
for advice tell him what he should do? I say “Senators.”
I only know of one point-blank to whom he has gone, but
I suppose he has gone to others. Why has he not taken the
advice he received and gotten out of office? Why ought he
to be staying here telling us what to do about these banks?
Why cannot we get the thing fixed up while Congress is in
session and get a good banking law that is pleasing to every
one of us? Have we got to continue this thing? Is he
going to stay here all the time and be as hard to get rid
of as Eugene Meyer was? We tried to get them out by the
plan of inviting them out, but they still stayed. [Laughter.]
We could not get them out with a crowbar. [Laughter.]
We are down now to a corkscrew, trying to take them out a
piece at a time. [Laughter.] We manage to move one or
two a little bit. But lo and behold they are like a moceasin
snake in the days of the fall—more dangerous than ever.

I want to say, and I will take the responsibility for this
statement, that if they will let our bill go through just as
it left the Senate we will see that it will do more to revive
conditions in the United States than everything we have
done since I have been here. If they will let that bill alone
and keep their head out of it, if they will not come in here
and make a mess of it, but let it go on the books as we passed
it, it will do more to reestablish this country than every-
thing we have done since I have been here. It will do more
than the inflation bill, because it is inflation and a very
good kind of inflation, the very best kind—bank credit. It
is the kind of inflation that means solid banks the people will
trust, and we can have $1,250,000,000,000 worth of bank
checks interchanged in this country in normal times again,
because the people will not be afraid of the banks, and that
is more and befter inflation, that will do more good than
everything else we have done all put together.
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I wish the President would take my advice just one time.
He has taken it once or twice, and probably regrets I gave
it now. [Laughter.] I say he has taken it. He probably
only did the way he intended to do all the time and prob-
ably just told me that, but I felt good over it. [Laughter.]
1 wish he would take my advice one more time, just one more
time. I wish for one time in his life, until I get on Morgan's
list, he would take my advice. I am going to learn how to
get on their list if I stay here much longer. I am going to
read the reports and find out what we have done, as Mr. Will
Rogers says.

I wish the President would take my advice one time and
let us alone. I wish he would take the combined advice of
the banking authorities of the two Houses of Congress and
the practically unanimous opinion of the two Houses of Con-
gress just one time. I wish he would take the advice of the
people in the Congress who have been working over the case
for 2 years—and there are some of us who have given most
of our time to it for at least the last year—and let us alone.
We have this thing worked out where we would have solvent
banks. We would not have to close four fifths of the banks
in order to guarantee ene fifth of them.

But they will not let us alone. They will not let the bill
have a chance to go through. We have to have it go into
some kind of a situation to be controlled by men whose only
financial learning in their lives has come through such asso-
ciations as they have had through being on the preferred
list of J. P. Morgan & Co. That is all they know. The best
they could do would be to send their men down and let us
talk to them a while. They seem to be men who have the
right to decide this case and overrule both Houses of Con-
gress, and we do not even get a chance fo talk to them,
They come from other realms. It is a terrible thing to be
hung by a judege who does not even give us a chance to have
a hearing, but that is the situation we are up against. They
do not let us plead in our own rights there even before Mor-
gan’s clients,

OUR FEET ARE SORE AND WE ARE WEARY

But the fact that we have agreed on the bill is apparently
prima facie evidence that the bill ought not to be passed.

What kind of a Congress have we? I say a wonderful
Congress, a great Congress of great men.

But what kind of a Congress have we, gentlemen of the
jury? [Laughter.]

What kind of a Congress have we?

What does Congress mean? I was not surprised at my
friend from Texas [Mr. ConnaLLy] when he said that if we
did not do what the Veterans’ Administration wanted we
probably would not have any bill at all. I was not surprised.
But here we had agreed on a bill after a year of study and
everybody was happy over it. When I wrote back to my
people in Louisiana the night the Glass bill went out of the
Senate and told them what was in the Glass bill, it was just
like breathing new life into them. I know how they are
going to feel when they hear what is going to happen to
it now.

What kind of a Congress have we? What is the use of
staying here any longer? What is the use of doing any-
thing? What is the use of Representatives and Senators
studying up on these questions? What boots it how long we
study and how much or how little we know about it, or how
much we try to learn about it before we vote? It does not
amount to a thing on the living earth. It will not even
rattle as much as one shof in a gourd. It does not amount
to anything.

The only time a vote counted for anything was during the
Louderback trial. That was the only time they did not
have a chance to annul our vote. I would not have been
surprised if the day after the Louderback case was closed
we had got an order from somebody to have Judge Louder-
back impeached. That would have been just about as con-
stitutional as two thirds of the things we have passed since

'I have been here. The Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsH-
ursT], my learned and beloved chief, knows that himself.

|1t could not have been a bit different.
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This is the kind of procedure we are having, and here
we are letting this bill go back and be scissored up, letting
it be clipped by a man who has been around here with one
of his underlings asking Senators whether he ought to stay
in office or not, and yet he is staying there long enough to
blast the only hope we ever had of building up a good bank-
ing system in the United States.

Mr. President, what I say may not do a bit of good in the
world. It probably will not do any good, but I want to put
myself on record in the Senate. When we passed the sap-
ling bill [laughter]—I believe they call it the reforestation
bill, though—but whatever we call it, when the sapling bill
was passed I said to the Senate that there was going to be
more scandal in the administration of that act than in every-
thing that had been passed before that time. They did
not even get started before some of the Government agents
got mixed up over the shaving kits, and now they-are all
blaming each other for having given the order. They could
not even buy shaving soap without getting into a scandal
before they had hardly started. [Laughter.] They got into
a row over that.

We read in the paper that one man has a radio contract
to speak every Sunday night over the radio and fell the
people what they shall do the next week. My friend the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHUrsT] has been here some
twenty-odd years, but if he is here twenty-odd years more
they will not hire him to speak over the radio because he
does not know what is going to happen next week. [Laugh-
ter.] But some man comes down here who was on the in-
side, and in order that Senators may know what we are
going to do next week, they are gracious enough to hire a
radio speaker at a thousand dollars a week to talk to us
15 minutes of time each week, in order that Members of
the House and Senate may know what they are going to do
when they reassemble the following week or maybe in the
fall.

We had expert advice of every kind and character, but
what does the Congress amount to? I have not only told
about the sapling bill and how it has already been proven
that it will involve scandal, but I have told the Senate other
things. We will have more scandal out of the administra-
tion of that law than we ever heard of out of anything else.
Then what? By the time they get through fixing it up
about this little kit business, we will see what else may come
out of that business.

That is not the half of it. If you had that much to cut
off a set of whiskers [laughter], you wait and see how
much trouble you are going to have a little later, before
you get through with the administration of that act.

That is not all I voted against here. I voted against the
economy bill. I am proud of that. I think everybody here
knows that we made a mistake in passing that bill. You
proved that this evening, when you voted to undo $170,-
000,000 of it. You have already proved, in your opinion,
this afternoon, that I was right in voting against the econ-
omy bill. Only about five of us on the Democratic side of
the Chamber voted against the economy bill, and we were
proved to be right here today. We will be proved to be
right time and again as we go along in the administration
of that act and these other measures; and, Mr. President, I
would have voted against the farm bill if inflation had not
been put in it. I had previously announced on the floor of
the Senate that I was going to vote against the farm bill.

It was said that we were going to inflate. Here is how
we were really going to inflate. There has been a better
feeling in the country. We have nof done much infiating;
but in the spring of the year we have come along here
and told everybody that commodity prices are going up,
and the farmers are planting every field full of cotton where
they can find a place to plow. Right in the spring of the
year we said, * There will be no more 5-cent cotton. It is
going to 10 or 15 cents”, and the farmers pulled out
every old plow and every old mule and every old horse
they had and they have gone in at the corner of every
rail fence they could find in every corner of this country,
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and they have planted cotton where they never made a
stalk grow before in their lifetime, because “ good times are
coming.” That is so, whether you gentlemen know it or
not. I have been back home and looked around. I know
where they did not plant cotton before and I see it planted
now. You are going to find out that they are going fo
piddle around with this kind of confidence that they have
put in the minds of some of these people, and by the time
you get another fourteen or fifteen or sixteen million bale
crop here you will have to make the dollar worth a penny
on the dollar, or that cotton will be selling for 3 cents a
pound.

Just remember what I am telling you. I have not told
you anything here yet that has not come true. Remember
what I am telling you about the way the farm bill is being
administered. I know what I am talking about. It takes
a little while to prove it, but just wait until I get back here
next winter and you come back here and you will find out
how true it is going to be.

I got the statistics about these things. There have been a
few more men employed, yes; but what is that going to
amount to? We still have over 12,000,000 unemployed. A
lot of people opened up sawmills, cutting lumber on confi-
dence. There are a few things moving around. Confi-
dence? I want to tell you, Mr. President, that it is not
going to be possible to keep the thing going with fictions
and with sermons. It cannot be kept going in that way.
If we do not stabilize this banking situation as it can be
stabilized, the chance of the “new deal” is going to be
killed aborning. It will never get away from the post when
the people try to draw out the billions of dollars we have in
this country in the State banks to put in the guaranteed
ones. They cannot draw it out of the banks, because there
is not a fourth as much currency in the United States as
there are State deposits; and whether it is a fair thing to
do or the right thing to do or not, if we do not stabilize
and solidify and make solvent the banking situation, we are
never going to be able to get away from the post.

Remember what I am telling you. There is no need of
my saying any more. The Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Gurass] started two or three times to rise to speak, and I
meant to quit long before this. I meant to speak only a
few minutes; but I do appeal to the men of the Senate
who are in the confidence of the President. Except during
election time, I cannot stay in the confidence of anybody
that runs for big office. The only time they ever use me,
Mr. President, is when it comes to getting votes, and not
always then; but I have always been preity well accepted
in the party councils during vote-getting time, most of the
time. I am sorry that I did not take advantage of that
season of the year to say more; but I did not take much
time for that during those days. I falked to the candidate
less than 15 or 20 minutes by myself at any one time. But
there are men in the Senate whose superior learning and
counsel over me gives them a standing at the White House;
and I want to ask them not to let the President make this
mistake. I beg this favor. I want {o ask them, at a time
when we can save the situation, not to let anyone meddle
with the bank bill any more.

We have fought over this thing long enough. We know a
whole lot more about it than these other people do. We
know a whole lot more about it than they ever will know
about it. I do not want the conferees hamstrung so that
they cannot do what they want to do, regardless of how
they may feel. I do appeal to the leaders of the two big
parties here, and the men in charge of financial legislation
here, to try to prevail upon the President, now that we
have gotten together on this bank hill, not to deal it a
deathblow and make it ineffective.

I thank the Senate,

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (HR.
5389) making appropriations for the Executive Office and
sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
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and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, and for
other purposes.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr, President, last Tuesday, I believe, the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrxes], in charge of
the bill, offered an amendment to strike out section 8, on
page 58. That section was stricken out without any expla-
nation, and I think there were only a few Senators on the
floor at the time. It authorizes the President to furlough
officers of the Army, Marine Corps, Public Health Service,
Coast Guard, or Coast and Geodetic Survey.

As I understand, at the present time the President has
authority to furlough officers of the Navy. This section
would give him authority to furlough more officers. It has
been stated by prominent generals in the Army that there
could well be furloughed at least 2,000 officers out of the
12,000 that we have at the present time. Their average
pay, as I understand, is about $6,000 a year. This section
will cut them down to half pay. It will make a saving of
about $6,000,000 in the Army alone.

I ask unanimous consent that the vote by which Section
8 was stricken out may be reconsidered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I object to the request for
unanimous consent; but I think I can satisfy the Senator as
to the reasons why the action was taken.

The purpose of the section referred to was to enable the
President to furlough officers at half pay. In the commit-
tee there was considerable discussion, and I was directed to
make an investigation. The Army officers prefer that they
be dismissed from the service rather than that this furlough
provision be applied to them. The administration came to
the same conclusion. The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Reep] and the Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] came
before the Appropriations Committee and expressed the
views of the Military Affairs Committee. It is my own
opinion that if officers are not satisfied with the furlough,
and prefer to be dismissed from the service, whenever they
can be dismissed, it will be well to let the 2,000 be dismissed,
if that be determined, instead of furloughing them.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, under the provisions of the
bill, the furloughed men would get half salary, which would
amount, on the average, to about $3,000 a year. It is hard
for anyone to believe that officers would rather be discharged
from the service or retired at a smaller salary than to be
furloughed for half their present salary. As the objection
to reconsideration is made, however, I hope the conferees
of the Senate at least will not insist too hard upon having
the Senate amendment agreed to by the House conferees,
because I think it is absolutely unfair; and I am satisfied
that if the matter had come to a fair vote on the floor of
the Senate that section would not have been stricken out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands that
the Senator from South Carolina objects to the request for
reconsideration made by the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. BYRNES. I do, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection being made, the
bill is still before the Senate and open to amendment.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I have a short amend-
ment which I desire to propose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by
the Senator from Florida will be stated.

The CHiEr CLERK. On page 42, line 15, it is proposed to
strike out “ $18,000 ” and insert “ $13,500.”

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, this amendment in-
volves a salary of $18,000 especially provided in this bill.
I suppose the officer is already in the position in the Fleet
Corporation, which has been transferred to the Shipping
Board.

I have followed out the policy of the Senate in dealing
with veterans, and I propose a 25 percent cut in that $18,000
salary. I think it certainly comes within a similar scope,
and if the Senate thinks veterans should be cut as much
as 25 percent we should deal with an $18,000 salary in the
same way, I am really opposed to leaving it at $13,500. It
is $18,000 at the present time.
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Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield

Mr. BYRNES. If the Senator will yield for that purpose,
I desire to move to strike out the paragraph for this reason:

Under the Economy Act it is provided that no salary shall
be in excess of $10,000 except in a case where an employee
of the Shipping Board Merchant Fleet Corporation is now
receiving more than $12,500, and in such case the salary
hereafter shall be $12,500. Others are limited; and be-
cause several salaries are provided for in this paragraph I
want to move to strike it out, so that it can go to confer-
ence, and find why the House inserted the language of this
paragraph,

I therefore move, as a substitute, to strike out lines 11
to 16 on page 42.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, the chairman of the
committee no doubt is correct. I have not looked up the
matter. I am a little apprehensive, however, that under his
motion a great number of persons will be allowed to receive
a $12,500 salary. Under the paragraph as it stands they
are limited to $10,000, except three.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I happen to know that
situation, and I know there is not the slightest danger of
that happening. The purpose of the Economy Act was to
limit the Shipping Board or Merchant Fleet salaries to
$12,500.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I am very glad the chairman of the
committee agrees with me that that should be stricken out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment of the Senator from South Carolina to the
amendment of the Senator from Florida.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed fo.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is still before the
Senate and open to amendment.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I understand that the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. STEIWER] has an amendment to
offer,

Mr. STEIWER. Mr, President, I send to the desk an
amendment, which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by
the Senator from Oregon will be stated.

The Cmier CLERK. On page 53, line 8, after the word
“ hereby ”, it is proposed to insert:

Upon giving 60 days’ notice and opportunity for public hearing
to the parties to such contract.

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, a little earlier in the
afternoon the Senate refused a reconsideration of the vote
by which section 6 had been siricken from the bill. There
is now no opporfunity for further consideration on the gen-
eral question of striking out the paragraph. It is a part of
the bill by the action of the Senate. The only purpose of
the amendment which I have now sent fo the desk is to pro-
vide that before the President shall exercise the power to
modify or cancel he shall give notice to the contracting
parties and permit them opportunity for hearing.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I accept that amendment.
I think it is fair.

Mr,. STEIWER. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I am glad the Senator
from South Carolina has accepted the amendment; but I
want to say two or three words more on this subject of ship-
ping, even though the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kmc] inti-
mated that I had made the same speech a hundred times.
I have not made the speech as many times as the Senator
from Utah has complained about the appropriations carried
in the individual appropriation bills; but there have been so
many misstatements in the Recorp about the shipping busi-
ness that I desire to insert a letter regarding it.

On the 31st of May, at page 4645 of the REecorp, the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Brack] made certain criticisms
regarding the salary paid the head of one of the shipping
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lines. I want the truth about that matter to appear; and I
ask that the letter received by me from Mr. Franklin: D,
Mooney, president of the New York & Cuba Mail Steamship
Co., may be inserted in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The letter is as follows:

NEw YorRx & Cupa Mam SteamsHIP Co.,
Washingion, D.C., June 1, 1933.
Hon. RoyaL 8. CoPELAND,
United States Senate, Washingion, D.C.

Dear SENaTOoR CoPELAND: I happened to arrive in Washington
this morning to keep an appointment, and while here my atten-
tion was celled to certain statements made by Senator Bracx on
the floor of the Senate in connection with the salary paid the
president of the New York & Cuba Mail Steamship Co. As I
happen to be the president of that company, I naturally am quite
familiar with the amount that is paid. I am sure Senator Bracx
would not wish the Recorp to set forth statements which are not
borne out by the facts, and with a view to enabling you to correct
& wrong impression that can easily be created by what was put
in the Recogrp, I desire to submit the following facts.

The New York & Cuba Mail Bteamship Co. does not now and
at no time has it paid me & sum as great as the minimum fixed
in the so-called * Black amendment.” At the present time, the
New York & Cuba Mail Steamship Co. pays me an annual salary
of £12,825, and the expenses incurred by me for a period covering
from 19229 to 1932 have never been in excess of $1,100 per annum,
which covers from one to three trips annually to Cuba and to
Mexico, railroad fares, hotels, taxis, telephone calls, etc. For the
same period fees paid to me for attendance at directors’ meetings
have never exceeded $220 per annum.

Senator Brack made reference yesterday to some low rates of
interest charged by the Shipping Board on construction loans.
Inasmuch &s he had just previously mentioned the name of the
New York & Cuba Mail Steamship Co., it might be inferred that
such loans were mede to that company. In order that no such
impression may be created, I desire to state to you that while
loans were made by the Shipping Board in connection with the
construction of the steamers Oriente and Morro Casile, the rates
of interest which applied on such loans were 27 percent and 23;
percent. Of course, you know these rates of interest apply only
while the vessels are engaged in the foreign trade and that for
any period of time that they would engage in a domestic trade,
the rate of interest would be 514 percent.

While passing through Washington, I thought it might be de-
sirable to give you these facts in case you wish to correct the
Senate RECORD.

Very truly yours,
Franxrin D. MooxnEY, President.

Mr, COPELAND. Mr. President, I want to call attention
also to the fact that the shipping industry employs 75,000
men, not counting those employed in offices and agencies in
the interior of the country. So, when we talk about de-
stroying the shipping lines and criticizing them because they
cost money to operate, we are seeking to destroy one of the
greatest employers of labor in all the industrial life of our
country.

Mr, President, this afternoon I heard statements made
about the wickedness of subsidizing American shipping.
I heard the Senator from Utah falk about how the shipping
of other countries could be carried on, and how successful
that shipping was. There is not a country on the face of
the earth that has any shipping industry or any merchant
marine that does not subsidize that merchant marine., If
we are willing in this country to repeal the La Follette Acts,
and lef our seamen work under the same conditions under
which seamen on foreign ships work, the same conditions
under which the Chinese coolies are employed, we can main-
tain an American merchant marine, but if we are to main-
tain the high standards of American labor, such as we
desire to maintain in the United States, we will have to sub-
sidize our American merchant marine, just as the shipping
lines of other countries are subsidized and assisted.

Mr. President, I know how useless it is to talk about this
matter. I am distressed beyond words that the Democratic
Party should be responsible for the ultimate destruction of
the American merchant marine. It will not look well in the
future when we find out that the shipping lines of our
country, which were assisted during the administrations of
the Republican Party, are now no longer to be assisted. That
will not redound to the glory of the Democratic Party.

I wanted to say that last word, because I am satisfied, as I
told the shipping interests recently, that there is mo use
making any further appeal to this body. The Senate has
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determined, apparently, upon & course which will mean the
destruction of these lines, and there will be thrown back'
upon our country.about $200,000,000 worth of ships. Then
the time will come, may I say to my friend from Washing-
ton, that in the operating fund, if we are still operating the
ships, there will be millions far in excess of the fifty million
which he thought could be found in the fund, because if we
are to operate these lines as Government lines we will
appropriate every year probably fifty or one hundred million
dollars in excess of whai we appropriate now.

Mr. President, what I have said I have said in perfect good
feeling. If is the right of every Senator to vote his convic-
tions, and if Senators have voted their convictions and are
willing to have this great burden placed upon the Ameri-
can merchant marine, already only 2 knots ahead of the
sheriff, that is for the Senate to decide; but I am frank fo
say that we have made today a very great mistake, and one
which, in the language of the Senafor from Louisiana, we
will come to regret.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I merely want to say one word
in answer to the Senator from New York. I think it is
rather a remarkable spectacle when steamship companies
can get subsidies of from five thousand to one hundred thou-
sand dollars a pound for hauling mail in boats given to them
for a song. These subsidies in themselves are sufficient to
amortize the whole investment, including remodeling loans,
and yet the companies claim they cannot make a success of
the thing. How much do they want out of our depleted
Treasury?

I want to say to the Senator from New York that, while
I do not know whether it is true as to the eastern lines, if
we go to the boats on the west coast we will find Chinese
and Filipinos working on them. Filipinos are brought over
here to take jobs which ought to go to Americans, and these
steamship companies are being subsidized out of the Treas-
ury of the United States to keep these Filipinos on the pay
rolls. Not long ago a ship came to your east coast under
lease with a Chinese crew of over a hundred members. The
picture is not a pleasant one.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the amend-
ments be ordered engrossed and the bill read the third time?

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the
bill to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.
ABANDONMENT OF THE GOLD STANDARD—STATEMENT BY SENATOR
METCALF

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the Providence Journal, in
the issue of May 30, 1933, contained an informative and
inferesting statement by the able senior Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Mercarr] on the abandonment of the gold
standard, and I ask unanimous consent fo have the state-
ment printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

The question of what shall be the basis for our money has been
before this country almost from the beginning of the Government,
There have been times when the havoc of war-or disruptions in
the flow of commerce have turned the thoughts of our statesmen
to problems of monetary change. In the past 3 months we have
witnessed the abandonment of the gold standard as a temporary
economic expedient. But now we are asked to remove perma-
nently the foundation of our currency and to break faith with

the people of the United States and foreign holders of our bonds
by repudiating an honorable contract.

CHAREGES REPUDIATION

It has been the unwavering adherence to public faith that has
made the credit of this Government as good as the gold which
guaranteed it. Even at the time of the Civil War, when the very
existence of the Union was threatened, the Government fought
against staining its honor by repudiation of its contract. Tha
statesmen of that day who sought to destroy the sanctity of the
public pledge have never completely removed the stigma of their
acts. In 1894 President Cleveland unflinchingly fought to main-
tain the honor of his country and preserve the sacred integrity of
the Government.

‘We have had every reason to believe that the acts of the admin-
istration since the 4th of March have been temporary and of
emergency character. We have been assured that an inflationary
program, cautiously inaugurated and carefully controlled, was a
part of the war against a temporary world depression. Why, then,
if a carefully controiled and little-used inflationary power is to be
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exerted, are we now asked to enact into law this complete destruc-:
tion of the pold monetary basis? Why are we virtually com-'
manded by the Executive to repudiate an honest debt, and tol
dishonor a contract of the United States Government? What is,
the real reason for this bill? I think that question will remain
unanswered; that is, unless some of the academics who are using
this Government as an experimental laboratory will prepare a
thesis in reply.

With three and a half billions of the world's gold held by the
Government; with a record for honorable discharge of public
obligations unstained; with the credit of the Government unim-
paired, why should we go off the gold standard? The only answer
to that question is the bare fact that the sponsors of this measure
are intending to transfer property from one group of citizens to
another. They intend to assume the role of partitioner of prop-
erty by dishonoring a contract.

ETHICS REMAIN UNCHANGED

The Constitution of the United States is not a paper idol before
which the Government must bow in abject humility, but it has
been, and should continue to be, the foundation and the watch-
light of our Government. A Government note or a Government
bond should be equally sacred. We would not openly repudiate
the Constitution, so why should we openly repudiate a constitu-
tional debt?

The problem of the constitutionality of this act is important,
but even should the Supreme Court affirm the right of Congress
to repudiate a public contract, the afirmation would be only of
that right. The decision cculd in no way relieve the offense
against our national honor nor change wrong to right. It would
simply affirm the power of the Government to commit an act but
would in no way pass upon the justice of that act. It would not
affirm the autocratic axiom that * might makes right.”

As late as April 23 the Treasury Department borrowed money
with the promise to repay in gold or its equivalent. Has the
actual value of these borrowed dollars undergone a change? Or
is the Government putting itself in the position of borrowing and
then refusing to pay in kind? On these late debfs there can be
no semblance of argument in justification of this bill.

TO PAY WITH CHEAP MONEY

This bill simply means that the Government breaks faith with
its creditors and legalizes broken faith in private contracts. It
means that debts will be pald in cheapened money. How cheap
that money will be, nobody knows. Germany could repay bor-
rcwed fortunes with a pilece of worthless paper following her
program of inflation. Are we to drift in the same direction?

The experience of Germany with currency inflation should be
sufficient to demonstrate to the American people the utter fallacy
of a movement of this kind. Inflation may mean the issuance of
more and more paper money, accepted simultaneously with end-
lessly rising prices. In other words, the eflect of paper infiation
would be a reduction in the value of wages and of all sound
money.

An Increasing price of basic commodities will undoubtedly be
accomplished by abandonment of the gold standard and the sub-
sequent inflation. The price of the necessities of life will soar, as
will common stocks, a movement already started—that is, they
will soar in paper value but not in actual value, as the purchasing
power of the dollar decreases, particularly when the actual value
is measured in commodities rather than fiat dollars. Following
the currency inflation in Germany it took as much as a million
marks in paper currency to buy a good meal. The life savings
of people were completely wiped out, and the value of insurance
policies became virtually nil. It has been admitted by Germans
of highest authority that Germany cannot recover from this
colossal blunder for 100 years.

FEARS TERRIFIC INFLATION

“The effect of such terrific inflation as may follow this bill
may be the complete destruction of our whole financial system.
It might easily end in such inflation as that which Germany ex-
perienced. In GCGermany commodity prices and common-stock
prices soared. Mortgages and bonded indebtedness, including
Government bonds, became worthless. Insurance policies were pald
in valueless currency. The cost of living rose so much more
rapidly than salaries that factories were forced to pay off twice
a day, and even then a day's wages often would not buy a loaf
of bread. The savings of people were completely lost, and foreign
trade was virtually exterminated by virtue of a complete em-
bargo on importations. Germany was eventually forced to re-
establish her currency on a gold basis, but only after a chaotic
suffering such as she had never seen before.

“We should not jeopardize our whole financial structure by
ebandoning our money basis. Such a program is destructive
to social progress, and it would retard the natural recovery of this
country for many years. We should inaugurate an orderly pro-
gram of economy and business stimulation, based upon sound
credit and confidence. So long as there is in the air the possi-
bility, however remote, of an endless and uncontrolled inflation
program, confidence cannot possibly return and business men
most assuredly will not jeopardize their future by planning and
carrying out elaborate industrial programs. I most sincerely hope
that the time will never come when the credit of the United
Btat&sdt:-éll be destroyed. Why drive our capital abroad? As Ger-
many 5

“We cannot break faith and retain confidence at the same
time.”
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THE GOLD STANDARD

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of House Joint Resolution 192,
to assure uniform value to the coins and currencies of the
United States.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
consider the joint resolution (H.J.Res. 192) to assure uniform
value to the coins and currencies of the United States.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
the consideration of executive business.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the nomination of E. Bar-
rett Prettyman, of Maryland, to be General Counsel for the
Bureau of Internal Revenue, was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary. I ask unanimous consent that that com-
mittee may be discharged from the further consideration of
the nomination and that it be referred to the Committee on
Finance. I may state, in this connection, that I have dis-
cussed the matter with the Chairman of the Committee on
the Judiciary [Mr. Asgurst], and he agrees.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ocbjection? The Chair
hears none, and the Committee on the Judiciary will be dis-
charged from the further consideration of the nomination,
and it will be referred to the Commiftee on Finance.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on Education and
Labor, reported favorably the nomination of George F. Zook,
of Ohio, to be Commissioner of Education, vice William John
Cooper.

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
reported favorably sundry nominations in the Army.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there further reports of
committees? If not, the calendar is in order.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of Thomas Hewes,
of Connecticut, to be Assistant Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, it is my
understanding that on yesterday when this nomination was
called there was an agreement that the nomination should
go over until Mr. Hewes, the nominee, could appear before
the Committee on Finance. I therefore ask that the nomi-
nation go over for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The nomination will be passed
over.

CUSTOMS SERVICE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of Arthur A. Quinn,
of New Jersey, to be comptroller, customs collection district
no. 10, New York, N.Y.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, so many questions have
been asked me about this appointment that I wish to say
a word.

While it is true that the Comptroller of Customs holds an
office in New York City, it is a sort of a tradition that the
person who holds it shall come from the State of New Jersey.
Colonel Foran has made a very acceptable comptroller. He
has been there for years, and is very highly thought of;
and if his successor will be as good as Colonel Foran has
been, I am sure that everybody in New York belonging to
the Democratic Party will be very happy. I wanted it to
be understood why it is that, while this man appears to
hold an office in New York City, as a matter of fact it is
the port of New York, and custom is being followed by the
appointment of a New Jersey man to the position.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the nomina=-
tion is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of Clement L. West
to be collector, customs collection district no. 46, Omaha,
Nebr.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the nomina-
tion is confirmed.
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The Chief Clerk read the nomination of John Bright Hill
to be collector, customs collection district no. 15, Wilming-
ton, N.C.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the nomina-
tion is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of James J, Connors

to be collector, customs collection district no. 31, Juneau,
Alaska,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the nomina-
tion is confirmed.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of William Zimmer-
man, Jr., of Ilinois, to be Assistant Commissioner of Indian
Affairs.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the nomina-
tion is confirmed.

That completes the calendar.

RECESS

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, as in legis-
lative session, I move that the Senate take a recess until 11
o’clock tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to, and (at 6 o’clock and 55 min~
utes p.m.) the Senate, as in legislative session, took a recess
until tomorrow, Saturday, June 3, 1933, at 11 o’clock am.

CONFIRMATIONS
Ezxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senale June 2
(legislative day of May 29), 1933
AsSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
William Zimmerman, Jr., to be Assistant Commissioner
of Indian Affairs.

CompPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS

Arthur A. Quinn to be comptroller of customs, customs
collection district no. 10, New York, N.Y.

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

Clement L. West to be collector of customs, customs col-
lection district no. 46, Omaha, Nebr.

John Bright Hill to be collector of customs, customs col-
lection district no. 15, Wilmington, N.C.

James J. Connors to be collector of customs, customs col-
lection district no. 31, Juneau, Alaska.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FRIDAY, JUNE 2, 1933

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev, James Shera Montgomery, D.D., offered
the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, as Thou art so merciful unto us, teach
us to be merciful unto others. May we hear and obey the
commandment—do unto others as we would have them do
unto us. Hasten the day when those jealousies shall cease
which have separated nations so long and dashed one upon
the other. Grant, our Father, that the citizens of our own
land may live intelligent and obedient lives, and that the
hearts of our people may more and more cleave together.
Blessed Lord God, may a high standard of morality and
essential unity live and prevail throughout our entire Nation.
Be with any who may be perplexed in business and upon
whom care and anxiety are weighing heavily. Hear our
prayer and be pleased to give direction to the deliberations
of this day, and unto Thee be eternal praise and glory.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE
Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?
There was no objection.

Mr, GREEN, Mr. Speaker, it is my purpose at a later
date to speak on the subject of the canal across Florida, but
this morning I ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks and present therein a memorial from my legislature
to the Congress.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

‘There was no objection.

Mr. GREEN, Mr, Speaker and my colleagues, the canal
across north Florida is the most important waterway which
has been suggested since the construction of the Panama
Canal. I, we believe, will handle as much or probably more
tonnage than is handled by the Panama Canal and will re~
dound greater benefits to the American people.

The proposed canal across north Florida is by no means

a local project, but is decidedly a national project and will -

benefit every one of the States of the Union and all citizens
therein.

This project has been a dream of several generations, but
was in a dormant stage until in 1927 I introduced a survey
bill which the Congress passed, and then in 1930 it was my
pleasure to introduce a further survey bill, which the Con-
gress passed in the general rivers and harbors bill. Under
the provisions of this survey bill the Board of Army Engi-
neers are now completing the surveys, and we hope for a
favorable report.

During almost each session of the Congress since I have
been a Member you have patiently listened to my discussion
of this most worthy project, and I trust that the next time
I address you upon this subject it may be the last one neces-
sary. It is a project full of merif, and, frankly, I believe
the American people, under the able leadership of President
Roosevelt, will soon realize the beginning of actual con-
struction of this great waterway improvement.

The people of my State are deeply interested and are
offering the Federal Government every possible cooperation.
I am glad to now submit the recent memorial of the Florida
Legislature urging prompt action upon the project.

The memorial follows:

SENATE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
NO. 11—JOINT MEMORIAL OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENT-
ATIVES OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA

A memorial to the President of the United States requesting the
assistance and cooperation of every avallable Federal agency in
order to make possible at an early date commencement of con-
struction work on a ship canal across the peninsula of the State
of Florida
Whereas the construction of a ship canal across the State of

Florida will give employment to a vast amount of human labor,

thus greatly relieving the distress due to the unemployment

crisis, at the same time creating a valuable commercial and mili-

tary asset which will in the course of time repay its own cost

through the collection of reasonable tolls from ships using the
canal; and

Whereas the constitution. of the State of Florida contemplates
with favor the construction of such a canal across the State and
makes provision for and authorizes special legislation in order to
facilitate such construction, and the Legislature of the State has
now created a public corporation known as the “ Florida Ship
Canal Authority " and has granted to said corporation a franchise
with full power and authority to construct said canal; and
Whereas such a canal will cut off approximately 600 miles. of
distance by the water route between New Orleans and the Gulf
ports on the one hand and New York and Liverpool on the other,
will eliminate the danger to shipping incident to passage through
the Florida straits, will about tréemendous savings by rea-
son of the resultant reduction in time, insurance, and other trans-
portation costs, and will constitute a valuable asset to our national
defense; and

Whereas such a canal will largely solve the distribution prob-
lems of the Mississippl Valley and of the southeast section of the

United States, will greatly aid the agricultural and industrial

activities in said section by furnishing them perpetual and cheap

transportation to the Atlantic seaboard where the best markets
are located, will enhance the value of the farm lands through the
producing of means for delivering their produce to market, and
will offer material advantages and benefits to fully one half of the
producing area of the United States; and

Whereas said ship canal, while rendering this valuable service
to labor, industry, agriculture, and ocean shipping, will at the
same time, and without additional cost, provide a connection be-
tween the Atlantic coastal waterway and the Gulf coastal water-
way for barges and small crait plying between Boston, Mass., and

Gulf of Mexico ports; and
Whereas the Corpse of Engineers of the Army of the United

States, pursuant to authorization of Congress, is now completing
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an exhaustive physical survey of various possible routes for such a
canal and of the costs of the construction thereof; and

Whereas an application is now pending with the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation of the United States for a loan of sufficient
funds with which to construct said canal, such loan to be self-
lquidating in character: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Florida (the House of
Representatives concurring), That the President of the United
States be, and he is hereby, respectfully urged to approve of sald
construction project as an effective measure In relieving unem-
ployment and stimulating industry, and that he be, and he is
hereby, further requested to procure the assistance and cooperation
of every appropriate and available Federal agency in order that
construction work upon said project may be commenced at the
earliest possible date; be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state be directed to furnish a
certified copy of this memorial to the President of the United
States, to each of our Senators and Representatives in Congress,
to the Reconsiruction Pinance Corporation of the United States,
and to the Associated Press.

Approved by the Governor of Florida May 27, 1933,

STATE OF FLORIDA,
Office Secretary of State, ss:

I, R. A. Gray, secretary of state of the State of Florida, do hereby
certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of senate com-
mittee substitute for House Concurrent Resolution No. 11, as
passem d by the Legislature of Florida, session 1933, and filed in this
oliice,

Given under my hand and the great seal of the State of Florida,

. at Tallahassee, the capital, this 30th day of May A.D. 1933.

[sEAL] R. A. GraY,

Secretary of State.

Mr, TINKHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 20 minutes.

Mr. PARKS. Mr. Speaker, on yesterday afternoon the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachusetts asked permission
to address the House for 20 minutes. Not a Democrat on
this side objected, but during the afternoon the Republicans
conducted a filibuster, that took more time than would have
been consumed by the distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts. Therefore I feel constrained to object.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
let me ask the gentleman from Arkansas a question. I
understood him to say not a Democrat objected. Iremember
well that the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. KENNEY]
objected and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. O'BriEN]
objected. If I am wrong, I wish to be corrected.

Mr. CARPENTER of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I object.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my objection.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
may I say I told the gentleman from Massachusetts on
yesterday that if he would postpone his request until after
the consideration of the rules that I would not object and
that I hoped nobody else would object. Now, we on this side
were not responsible for the long time that was taken upon
those rules, and, of course, neither was the gentleman from
Massachusetts; and I do not want to penalize him for what
somebody else did.

I may say that if this time is given I hope the House will
be patient, as I know it will be when the debate starts,
and we can conclude general debate on this bill today and
perhaps take up something else, postponing the considera-
tion of the bill under the 5-minute rule until tomorrow, pro-
vided the House will agree to meet at 11 o'clock. Otherwise
we cannot do it. We are anxious to get rid of this bill in
order that we may be nearer adjournment.

Mr. SNELL. I may-say to the gentleman from Tennessee
there is no disposition on this side of the aisle to delay the
orderly process of the consideration of this bill.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr, Speaker, at this time I ask unanimous
consent that when the House adjourns today it adjourn to
meet at 11 o'clock tomorrow.

Mr, CELLER, Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
and I shall not object, I should like to have 5 minutes to
address the House after the address made by the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Tingsam]. I wish fo speak on the
subject of Postal Savings, which matter is to be considered
by the conferees on a pending bill.

Mr. BYRNS. I think the gentleman will have an oppor-
tunity to address the House later in the afternoon. We can
sit a little longer. I am willing.
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Mr. CELLER. When will the opportunity be granted,
may I ask the gentleman from Tennessee?

Mr. BYRNS. After we conclude general debate on this
bill, if the House wants to remain in session and hear the
gentleman, he may then address the House.

Mr. SNELL. I hope the request of the gentleman from
New York will not be tied up with the request of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from Tennessee that when the House adjourns
today it adjourn to meet at 11 o’cleck tomorrow?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts that he be permitted to ad-
dress the House for 20 minutes?

There was no objection.

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Speaker, the honorable Representa-
tive from the First Congressional District of my own State
did an unprecedented thing in the House the day before
yesterday. He attempted to influence the Committee on
Rules in its action on a resolution which I had just intro-
duced in the public interest. The resolution provided for an
investigation of the relations of Norman H. Davis with inter-
national bankers, particularly J. Pierpont Morgan & Co.,
fiscal agents of the British Government, with international
business interests, and with certain disloyal and seditious
organizations. Mr. Davis is now representing the United
States at Geneva, where he is publicly proclaiming the
abandonment by the United States of its traditional policy
in relation to its foreign affairs, and at London, where he
is negotiating concerning an economic conference soon to
be held which will involve not only the foreign debts of the
on;iited States but also its general international financial
policy.

Defending Mr. Davis, the honorable Representative from
Massachusetts stated:

Mr. Davis’ honesty and integrity have never been questioned,
and if questioned they could not be successfully impeached.

He also stated:
Mr. Davis' life and career are an open book.

Let me read several pages of the “ open book ”, written by
the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia and by
the Supreme Court of the United States.

REVERSED IN PART

The chapter of the “ open book ” written by the Court of
Appeals of the District of Columbia has for its title Las Ovas
Co., Inc., v. Davis (35 App. 372). The chapter concludes
with the following unanimous opinion, rendered June 1,

1910:
OPINION OF THE COURT

We will first consider the errors assigned by the defendants,
Davis and Phillips. Their first contention is that the bill should
have been dismissed because the suit was not properly authorized.
This contention was urged upon the trial court. The record
shows that when the resolution authorizing the bringing of the
suit was passed, the president of the company and all the mem-
bers of the board of directors save two—Davis being one—were
present, and all save Davis had notice of the meeting. It is urged
that this being a special meeting of the board, Davis should have
had notice. Davis, who resided in Cuba, and who was there when
this meeting was held, had, before leaving Washington, given Reid
a power of attorney to vote for him at meetings of the board of
directors, saying that notice of special meetings need not be sent
him, as he could not come here to attend them. While a director
may not legally delegate his powers, we see no reason, especially
where he is without the jurisdiction, why he may not waive notice;
and having waived notice, as in this case, he is estopped subse-
quently to alleged lack of notice.

The second ground for the dismissal of the bill is the defect
of parties, the contention being that Herbert and Micou should
have been joined as parties defendant. This contention is with-
out merit. When the sult was instituted, the complainant was
without knowledge that Mr. Micou had received anything more
than his share of the promoters’ stock, and the answer of the
defendants did not disclose that he had received anything more.
It is nowhere intimated in the record that Mr. Herbert knew, or
had reason to know, of his partner's participation in secret profits.
Herbert and Micou were not indispensable parties (Stockion v.
Anderson, 40 NJ. Eq. 486, 4 Atl. 642). Except in the case of

indispensable parties, the rule is well established that objection
for want of parties, to be available, must be made early (Landram
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v. Jordan, 25 App. D.C. 299, 300). Moreover, Micou, on the insti-
tution of this suit, had parted with his stock, and, since the decree
appealed from does not charge the defendants with liability for
the sceret profits of Micou, they are in no way prejudiced by the
failure to include him as a party.

The last ground for the dismissal of the bill is that the peti-
tioner was not competent to maintain suit for the relief sought.
The defendants base this contention upon the opinion in Old
Dominion Copper Min. & Smelting Co. v. Lewisohn (210 US.
206, 52 L.ed. 1025; 28 Sup. Ct. Rep. 634). In that case members
of a syndicate acquired properties for the purpose of conveying
them, at an excessive valuation, to a corporation they were to
organize. The new company, composed entirely of themselves,
was formed, every incorporator having full knowledge of all the
facts. Thirteen fifteenths of the stock of the company was held
by the original incorporators and two fifteenths subsequently
passed into the hands of innocent holders. Thereupon a bill was
brought by the corporation against the estate of one of the de-
ceased promoters, who had acted nominally as a vendor to the
company of part of the property, but who was really acting for
the benefit of all the proposed incorporators, to rescind the sale
of that portion of the property, or to recover damages. A de-
murrer was interposed and sustained by the trial court. The
Supreme Court sustained the decree on the ground that, the
company having * assented to the transaction with the full
knowledge of the facts™, its action remained binding on itself
after changes In its members and an increase in its capital stock,
such changes and increase not affecting its identity. The court
sald: “ The difficulty that meets the petitioner at the outset is
that it has assented to the transaction with the full knowledge
of the facts. If there had been innocent members at the time of
the sale, the fact that there were also guilty ones would not pre-
vent a recovery. Here thirteen fifteenths of the stock had been
taken by the syndicate, the corporation was in full life, and had
assented to the sale with knowledge of the facts before an out-
sider joined.”

From our reading of the decision we think the defendants have
misconceived its purport. As we read it, it is a reaffirmation of
the doctrine that members of a syndicate to purchase property for
a corporation to be formed by them stand in a fiduciary relation
toward that corporation and that they will not be permitted_to
make a secret profit on the sale of such property to the corpora-
tion. Yeiser v. United States Board & Paper Co. (52 L.R.A. T24,
46 C.C.A. 567, 107 Fed. 340); Loudenslager v. Woodbury Heights
Land Co. (66 N.J. Eq. 411, 41 Atl, 1115, afirming 5§56 N.J. Eq. 78, 35,
Atl. 436); Ervlander v. New Sombrero Phosphate Co. (L.R. 3 App.
Cas. 1218, 6 Eng. Rul. Cas. 777). In the latter case the facts did
not differ materially from the facts in the case at bar. There a
syndicate entered into an agreement to sell at a profit, to a com-
pany to be organized by the sellers; but there were innocent stock-
holders when the company was organized, and, as the Supreme
Court said in its review of the facts in its opinion in the Lewi-
sohn case, supra, “ there never was a moment when the company
had assented with knowledge of the facts.” So here, there never
was a moment when the company, with knowledge of the facts,
consented to pay $35,000 for property which it should have ob-
tained for $20,000. The complainant was, therefore, imposed upon
and defrauded, and, we think, entitled to maintain this suit.

We will here consider complainant’s assignment of error relat-
ing to that part of the decree below allowing the defendant Davis
to retain the 22 shares of promoters' stock now held by him. In
entering upon the consideration of this question, it must be re-
membered that this is a proceeding in equity, and addressed to
the consclence of the eourt. One of the last things which a eourt
of equity should do is to reward duplicity, or make it possible
for those guilty of a fraud to reap substantial benefit therefrom.

The members of this syndicate engaged therein for the purpose
of acquiring and developing land in Cuba. The defendants repre-
sented, and Reid supposed, that they were acting in good faith,
and advancing their pro rata share of the money necessary for
the preliminary work of investigation, and later toward their pro
rata share of the amount of the purchase money of the property
acquired. Instead of acting in good faith, as their fiduclary rela-
tion especially demanded, they deceived and defrauded complain-
ant by requiring it to pay £35,000 for property which had really
cost but $20,000.

Instead of advancing in good faith the pro rata amounts re-
quired of them in the legitimate prosecution of the enterprise,
they advanced nothing and, by the before-mentioned fraudulent
methods, obtained assessable stock of the complainant. This the
court had rightly ordered canceled. Can it be possible that equity
demands that the promoters' stock, which these men procured
under the conditions mentioned, and which is now in the posses-
slon of one of the gullty parties, and burdened with all the evi-
dences of the fraud, should escape the condemnation of the court?
As we view this record, the fraud of these parties taints the entire
Proceeding. There never was a moment, according to the record,
when they really intended to invest a dollar in the enterprise. To
be sure, they devoted some time to the project, but their good faith
was at no time apparent. The theory upon which the assessable
stock has been ordered to be surrendered and canceled is that it
represents secret profits derlved from the complainant. What
does the promoters’ stock now in the hands of Davis represent?
It was acquired upon the theory that the members of the syndi-
cate, having in good faith devoted their time and invested their
money in inaugurating and prosecuting the enterprise, were en-
titled to special consideration by reason thereof, Instead of acting
in good faith, the defendants practiced deceit upon the com-
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plainant, which, we think, is of such a nature and so closely related
to the question now under consideration as not to justify a court
of equity in distinguishing between the two kinds of stock. Of
course, it was necessary for someone, if the property was to be
acquired, to furnish the money. The defendants not only did not
furnish any, but In addition to all the stock which they acquired
there still remains in their hands over $15,000 secret profits. Can
it be that such a betrayal of trust should be rewarded by recogniz-
ing the validity of the promoters’ stock thus acquired? Can it be
that in a court of equity such gross breach of trust as these men
have been guilty of is to be rewarded to such an extent? The
assessable stock which has been ordered canceled represented the
fruits of a fraudulent conception, and yet, but for the fraud prac-
ticed upon the com t, the defendants would not have re-
ceived the promoters’ stock. It is evident that they received that
stock because it was then supposed that they were honestly acting
in the interests of the complainant and assuming their share of
the burdens arising. Had it been known that they were not act-
ing in good faith and that they were not investing a dollar in the
enterprise it is evident that they would have received no promoters’
stock, for they had earned none. As the matter stands, therefore,
the 22 shares of promoters’ stock, which the decree below has
awarded the defendants, represents remuneration for faithful and
honest services, freed from all taint of fraud. We are unable to
concur in this result. In our view this stock is entitled to no
greater consideration than the assessable stock. The character of
the profit realized by the defendants cannot purify its source.
Their deceit should avail them nothing at the expense of the party
defrauded.

The decree will therefore be reversed in party, with costs to the
appellant in no. 2030, and the cause remanded with directions to
enter a decree in conformity with this opinion.

The chapter of the “ open book ” written by the Supreme
Court of the United States has for its title: Davis v. Las
Ovas Co., Inc. (227 US. 80). The chapter concludes with
the following unanimous opinion, rendered January 20,
1913:

OPINION OF THE COURT

This is a bill by the appellee to recover from appellants secret
profits made by them as promoters of the Las Ovas Co. in the
purchase of a part of a tract of land known as " Las Ovas " in the
Republic of Cuba, and also for the cancelation of certain shares
of stock issued to them as promoters.

The facts essential to judgment are not in serious dispute. They
are found clearly and fully stated in the opinion by Mr. Justice
Gould of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, and
again in the opinion of the Court of Appeals of the District by
Mr. Justice Robb.

From the facts found by both courts it appears:

(a) That the appellants and certain other persons, not parties
to this sult, signed an agreement on March 19, 1904, by which
they agreed to purchase for a corporation which they wers to
organize a specified part of a tract of land in Cuba called the
“Las Ovas plantation ", for the price of $34,000, to which it was
later agreed to add another small parcel at an additional price of
$1,000.

(b) It was further agreed that they should organize a corpora-
tion, of which they should be the incorporators, with a capital
stock of $150,000, and that 40 percent of the shares should be is-
sued to them for service as promoters and that the remaining
stock should be subscribed for by them. For this subscribed stock
they were to pay an amount sufficient to cover the purchase money
of $35,000 and to create an expense fund of $5,000.

(c) It was agreed that the property should, when scquired, be
placed in the hands of one of the group of promoters until the
formation of the company, and then conveyed to it.

(d) The scheme was one originated and engineered by the
appellants, who at the time of this agreement had already secretly
secured an option for themselves for the purchase of this property
at the price of 820,000, To conceal the true consideration from
their associates they caused the property to be conveyed by the
vendor to one Escalante, a stranger sclected by them. The deed
to Escalante recited the true consideration. Later, In purstiance
of the promoters’ agreement, they caused Escalante to convey to
the member of the syndicate selected to hold the title until
organization, reciting a consideration of $35,000.

The corporation was organized as planned. The promaters’
shares were duly lssued and the remaining shares taken by the
promoters upon the agreed terms, its officers and directors being
composed exclusively of the members of the syndicate, There-
upon the property was transferred to the company and paid for,
through appellants, out of the proceeds of the subscribed stock.

The result of the transaction was that the corporation was
required to pay to those who had assumed to act for and represent
it a secret profit of £15,000 and also to compensate them for their
services in buying the land ahd organizing the company by issu-
ing to each of them $15,000 in nonassessable shares of its stock.

The decree below required the appellants to account for the
profits realized by them, in part traced to certain shares in their
hands, and to surrender for cancelation the shares issued to them
as promoters.

It is now said that the corporation was “a mere convenient
receptacle for the property, erected for the convenience of the
syndicate.” That the property was bought by the syndicate for
their own advantage and that the on included only the
members of the syndicate. That the stock of the company was
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nﬂtakenbythesyndlmte.wha.turpmperty which was their own,
agreed to pay emough to cover the purchase price and create a
small expense fund.

Upon this contention it is urged that the corporation has no
right to the relief sought, as the whole transaction was a mere
form adopted by the partles for their own convenlence as owners
of the property and owners of the corporation. It is then said:
“If we admit, for the purposes of this point, that appellants did
decelve some of the syndicate, what has the company to do with
it?" For this they cite Old Dominion Copper Co. v. Lewisohn
(210 U.S. 206), where it was held that a subordinate fraud prac-
ticed by some of the promoters of a corporation upon some of their
associates was a matter wholly between them and the syndicate
which gave rise to no corporate right of action in the absence of
innocent incorporators or stockholders.

But that is not this case. Some of those, if not all, interested
by appellants in the property and in its purchase for a proposed
consideration were ignorant of the real price which they were
to pay for it, and were not, therefore, in complicity with their
scheme to make a secret profit. These innocent members of
the syndicate became stock subscribers and directors of the com-
pany, as did appellants. The buyers and sellers were not the
same. Those of the syndicate to act for the corporation
in acquiring the property were under obligation to disclose the
truth and deal openly. In the absence of such disclosure the
corporate assent was obtalned on false grounds, The wrong was
done when those members of the syndicate not in complicity with
appellants subscribed to the stock of the company and aided
their guilty associate managers in the corporate action necessary
to the corporate acquisition of the property at the exaggerated
price placed upon it by those who were to realize a secret profit.
Thus, the original fraud practiced upen some of those associated
with them in the promoters’ arrangement became operative against
the corporation itself. The standing of the corporation results
from the fact that there were innocent and deceived members
of the corporation when the property was taken over by it.

Neither is the corporate right of action defeated by the fact
that the recovery will inure to the guilty as well as to the inno-
cent, nor is the fact that all of the parties who may have shared
in the secret profits are not sued fatal to the case. The corpora-
tion may well sue either one or all of those who received secret
profits. There is no want of necessary parties because all are
not here sued.

The distinction between a case in which all the owners of the
property and all of the members of the buying corporation are
the same persons, and participate in the profit realized, and the
case here presented is fully recognized in Old Dominion Copper
Co. v. Lewisohn, supra, as well as in Phosphate Co. v. Erlanger
(5 Ch. Div. 73), and in the well-considered opinion of Judge
Severens in Yeiser v. United States Paper Co. (107 Fed. Rep. 340).

There was no error in canceling the shares issued to the plain-
tiffis in error for promotion of the corporation. They and the
other members of the syndicate received these shares upon the
assumption that they had in good faith served the corporation
in the procurement of the property. Obviously appellants were
serving themselves to the detriment of the corporation and inno-
cent subscribers to its stock. In such a situation the corporation
may recover the shares.

The decree will be affirmed.

As may be seen from these pages of the “ open book ”, the
man whom the honorable Representative from Massachu-
setts would have us believe the United States is fortunate to
have as its representative abroad has been denounced by
two United States courts, one of them the Supreme Court
of the United States, as having violated a fiduciary relation-
ship and having taken secret profits, as having dealt in
duplicity and fraud for his own benefit, as not having acted
in good faith, as having been deceitful and having defrauded
his business associates, as having obtained profit by fraudu-
lent methods, as a perpetrator of gross breach of trust; in
fact, as dishonest.

Upon this record and upon the record of his relations with
J. Pierpont Morgan & Co. as developed by the Senate Com-
mittee on Banking, I demand that the present administra-
tion recall Norman H. Davis as the representative of the
United States at Geneva and at London. [Applause.]

Mr, FISH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TINKHAM. I will.

Mr. FISH. Is it not a fact that Norman H. Davis was also
indicted in another case in Cuba and was a fugitive from
justice? .

Mr. TINKHAM. I have had several statements made to
me that those were the facts, but I have not ascertained the
truth of these statements, so I should not make a statement
to that effect.

Mr. FISH. Under what authority is Norman H. Davis
acting as a roving ambassador at the present time?

Mr. TINKHAM. I know of no authority.
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Mr. FISH. And under what authority of law is he being
paid $17,500?

Mr. TINKHAM. I know of no authority under which he is
being paid that amount.

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TINKHAM. Yes.

Mr. BYRNS. Does the gentleman know that the facts
stated by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisua] are true?

Mr. TINKHAM. What facts?

Mr. BYRNS. The fact that he is paid $17,500 at the
present time, and I believe the gentleman has stated he does
not know anything about this supposed indictment to which
the gentleman from New York referred?

Mr, TINKHAM. I do not have any official information
on the subject.

Mr. BYRNS. I want to submit, in justice to a man whose
reputation, in my humble judgment, is above reproach, it is
hardly fair for the gentleman from New York to insinuate
by a question the fact that there was an indictment, when
the gentleman——

Mr. FISH. Will the gentleman say——

Mr. BYRNS. Let me get through my statement.

& Mr. FISH. The gentleman from Tennessee has not the
oor,

Mr. BYRNS. I am speaking with the permission of the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FISH. But the gentleman does not deny he was
indicted in Cuba, does he, or that he is being paid $17,500
as ambassador at large? The State Department informs
me that he does receive such an amount.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I have not yielded to the gen-
tleman from New York. I know nothing of an indictment.
I say it is eminently unfair, by innuendo upon the floor of
the House, through an inquiry with reference to an indict-
ment when the gentleman from Massachusetts who, evi-
dently, with his usual keenness, has endeavored to find
something upon which he may base his objections to Mr.
Dayvis, himself states that he has no knowledge of the fact.

I want to ask the gentleman this question. How many
gentlemen composed this syndicate to which the gentle-
man has referred?

Mr. TINKHAM. I know no more about it than what ap-
pears in the cases from which I have quoted. Four are
mentioned, one of whom, it appears, did not participate in
the fraud.

Mr. BYRNS. I take it that the opinion of the court
stated how many were prosecuted.

Mr. TINKHAM. I have read both opinions in full.

Mr. BYRNS. 1 take it there were a number.

Mr. TINKHAM. Four, it would appear.

Mr. BYRNS. And as I understand, the gentleman’s com-~
plaint against Mr. Davis is that he participated in the for-
mation of a syndicate which had property which they
purchased for $20,000 and which was transferred to a cor-
poration for $35,000, involving a profit of $15,000 to all the
members of the syndicate, and that Mr. Davis, at the very
time to which the gentleman referred in the beginning of
his remarks, was absent in Cuba and was acting here
through a proxy which he had undertaken to give to a
member of the board.

Mr., TINKHAM. I do not understand that is the fact.
The syndicate was formed in Cuba, with Mr, Davis par-
ticipating.

Mr. BYRNS. I understood the gentleman to state that.

[Here the gavel fell.]l

THE BANKING SITUATION

Mr. GIBSON. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend some remarks of my own in the REcorp in regard to
the banking situation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, no President ever dealt with
a graver crisis than faces President Roosevelt today. He de-
serves the united support of the people in the same full
measure that it would be given in war time.
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There should be no play in Congress for Democratic or
Republican advantage. The saving of America and her
civilization is our common goal.

An erroneous conception of the meaning of cooperation
should not carry us to a point where we necessarily agree
fully with every administration policy. Constructive criti-
cism helps in the right settlement of problems. The saying
of “ Yes, yes” to every proposal does not mean true coop-
eration.

I find myself sharply critical of the policy of the Treasury
Department as to the opening of closed banks and the en-
forcement of regulations for the conduct of banks that have
been opened. The Department is advocating a policy of
inflation and following a policy of deflation. This results
in holding by the banks of billions of assets which should
be flowing into the channels of trade and credit.

Complaints have come to me that help is not extended by
banks that are now open to farmers and small business men
with good local collateral; that the bankers are required to
demand payment of obligations of hard-pressed people at a
time when it is impossible to meet them; that the great
asset of personal integrity is wholly ignored in making
loans; that examiners require banks to cross notes off from
their assets unless the collateral back of them is listed with
some stock exchange, principally the New York stock mar-
ket; that bankers are instructed to refuse loans which are
not certain to be paid in full at maturity; that loans will
not be renewed more than once; that stocks in local indus-
tries and local assets are not considered sufficient as col-
lateral; that notes are written for 30 days only; that when
bonds held by banks go up in market value the banks do
not get credit for that appreciation but are compelled to
carry the bonds at a depreciated figure; that in many in-
stances when the rural banker comes to Washington and
settles a plan for reopening and refurns home and appeals
with success to local stockholders, depositors, and others to
raise the capital agreed upon, requirements are suddenly
imposed to the extent that they are impossible of execution,
that communities are asked to raise amounts out of keeping
with reasonable requirements and wholly beyond the finan-
cial ability of the stockholders or the community; and that
instead of being helpful to rural sections the Treasury De-
partment by its arbitrary and unreasonable rulings has
porved a handicap to any recovery from the depression.

An example comes from a highly reliable source. A
farmer owns a well-stocked dairy farm in a high state of
cultivation and without encumbrance. The farm and stock
are worth several thousand dollars. Two years ago the
farmer, desiring to improve his water supply and make
other improvements, borrowed $1,400 on a note signed by
himself and his wife at a bank serving a farming commu-
nity. Owing to the reduction in the price of milk, he had
been unable to reduce the mortgage but $175. The bank
holiday came on. A conservator was appointed for the
bank. Now it is claimed that the bank examiner refuses to
allow the conservator to list that loan as an asset, and has
directed that it be taken out of the list of assets because the
note has been renewed more than once.

No country bank can exist under such requirements. No
community can come back under such handicaps. Many
communities are being throttled financially and the good
people that live in them driven to a state of desperation.
They will not continue in tame submission to the dictates
of misguided officials.

The ordinary run of people depend upon the local banks
for business credit. The community banker knows every
patron; all about his integrity and the value of his prop-
erty. He knows who is worthy of credit. When these
banks are hit, the welfare of millions of working people is
seriously affected.

The Treasury Department is trying to force big city
bank methods onto country banks. These will not work.
I stated recently in the Recorp that we had no bank failure
in my State during the depression; that if our Vermont
banks had been left alone, they could have worked their way
out of any present difficulty; and that any faithful country

banker knows more about service to small communities and
the maintenance of their prosperity than all the officials of
the Federal Reserve System put together.

The small banks of the country, State and National, must
be given a fair opportunity to operate their own affairs ac-
cording to conditions in each community and yet comply
with the rules of good banking. They are the strong sup-
port of the economic structure of the country. They must
be kept free from the control of the bankers of our centers
of population. Country banking matters cannot be adjusted
through the channels of the city banks as is being attempted
throughout the New England area. We have no so-called
“ big banker ” in that section who knows the needs of rural
communities or one who can therefore be safely trusted with
their credit.

I am informed that the Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency and the Chief Bank Examiner state that there
are no standard regulations for reopening banks and no
fixed standard of instructions to examiners as to how to
treat loans and collateral. If that be so, and if the Treas-
ury Department is permitting examiners from financial cen-
ters to enforce the regulations to which I refer, then the
Department is directly responsible for the pinched and de-
moralized conditions in the small communities by reason of
the failure to open the banks. If bank examiners have pro-
mulgated such regulations, they should be summarily dis-
missed from the service, These rules breed resentment and
encourage disloyally to our Government. Nothing but in-
tense discouragement and a spirit of hopelessness comes to
people making up the communities when burdened by such
unreasonable regulations.

The handling of the situation may be a part of a campaign
to force all our banks into the Federal Reserve System for
further centralization of and control over the credit and
resources of the Nation. This is the objective of the radio
appeals of paid politicians and impractical college professors
about branch banking and a unified banking system. It has
been stated here that this may be the practical effect of the
banking bill recently passed.

It is reported that an official of the Treasury Department
has stated that two banks should be sufficient for the State
of Vermont. A plan to have 2 banks serve 400 scattered
communities is too absurd to even invite consideration.
However, this suggested plan further indicates the ultimate
objective of those who seem to be tightening a grip on the
administration of the Treasury Department.

Our country bankers do not scheme fo ruin men or busi-
ness. They do not indulge in the practice of issuing worth-
less securities. They are not planning all the time how to
get something for nothing. They do not organize and op-
erate afiiliates to get the benefit of confrol of other people’s
money. They do not challenge and defy the laws of the
country. Why put our country banks under the confrol
of those who are guilty of such practices?

The argument that because many small banks have failed
we need a new banking system made up of large banks is
not convincing. We may, with equal force, argue that we
should scrap our whole industrial system because there
have been many business failures.

Qur Vermont banks prospered up to the time of the so-
called “holiday.” They have been the mainstays of our
agriculture and business. They have been of great help to
communities in other States. Their money has gone into
almost every State west of the Mississippi River. We are
proud of their contribution to the building of a great Nation.
Their success proves the fallacy of the argument for their
replacement.

I plead for the small community, for the country banker,
for the small business man, for the small investor, for those
who have struggled through the years to lay up meager
savings against the days of old age, for the home and all
it stands for, for a fair opportunity to work out our own
problems; for individual initiative and fair competition.

Let us get back to the old ideals, to the old ways of thrift
and common honesty, to faith in the institutions given us
by our forbears, to the paths that led us from a few strug-
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gling communities along the Atlantic seaboard to a great
Nation which became the hope of all Christendom.

The strongest confributing factor in our upbuilding has
been the country bank. Let us protect this institution and
the community where it exists from ruin at the hands of
&mcials who are today imposing these destructive regula-

ons.

Mr. ERAMER. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute and to extend my remarks in the
Recorp with reference to the construction of a new city hall
in the city of Huntington Park, under the new national
construction act.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. ERAMER. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday next, June 6,
the city of Huntington Park, in my congressional district,
the thirteenth, will vote on a proposed $100,000 bond issue for
the construction of a new city hall. I am hopeful that it
will be overwhelmingly approved. If is a most commendable
and highly necessary project, not only to inure to the benefit
of the people of Huntington Park for the transaction of pub-
lic business in the future but will be giving many men em-
ployment. It is in line with the great public-works program
of President Roosevelt. The passage of this proposed bond
issue, I have no doubt, is certain and will be indicative of
courage and foresight of the people of Huntington Park in
rebuilding made necessary by the disaster which overtook
them in March of this year.

INTERSTATE RAILROAD TRANSPORTATION

Mr, POU. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Resolution 169.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of 8. 1580, an act to relleve the existing national emergency
in relation to Interstate railroad transportation, and to amend
sections 5, 15a, and 19a of the Interstate Commerce Act, as
amended, and all points of order against sald bill are hereby
waived. That after general debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and continue not to exceed 3 hours, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall be
read for amendment under the 5-minute rule. It shall be in order
to consider without the intervention of any point of order the
substitute committee amendment recommendsd by the Committes
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce now in the bill, and such
substitute for the purpose of amendment shall be considered under
the 5-minute rule as an original bill. At the conclusion of such
consideration the Committee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have been adopted, and any
Member may demand a separate vote in the House on any of the
amendments adopted in the Committee of the Whale to the bill
or committee substitute. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except one motion to recommit.

Mr. POU. I should like to ask the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania if he wants time on that side?

Mr. RANSLEY. I will say that it is an open rule, and
there is no disposition to oppose it on this side.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I will consume just enough time
to say that this rule provides for the consideration of the
so-called “Railroad Act” an act to relieve the existing na-
tional emergency in relation to interstate railroad transpor-
tation. It is an open rule, except where it has provided
against the intervention of points of order. It provides for
3 hours’ general debate, after which the bill is to be read
under the 5-minute rule, and of course is subject to amend-
ment,

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POU. I will.

Mr. SNELL. We appreciate the fact that this is an im-
portant piece of legislation, and when you bring in a rule
for the consideration of important legislation under the
general rules of the House there will be no desire on this
side of the House in any way to interfere with the reason-
able and regular procedure of the House. We are for the
rule.

Mr. POU. Inasmuch as the Committee on Rules in this
particular instance succeeded in bringing in a rule which
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is satisfactory to both sides of the House, I see no need of
consuming further time.

Mr. EVALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POU. Yes.

Mr. EVALE. I should like to ask the Chairman of the
Rules Committee, whom we all love, if the committee will
not abandon the practice of bringing in rules that call for
the waiving of all points of order?

Mr. POU. I wish we could proceed under the general
rules of the House and do business that way. I have an
idea I would like to see that put in force, but as a practical
proposition I am afraid it is impossible.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POU. I will

Mr. BANKHEAD. It has been suggested by the Chair-
man of the Interstate Commerce Committee that it is not
the real desire of the committee to read the bill under the
5-minute rule this afternoecn, and it has been suggested, if
agreeable, to extend the general debate beyond the 3 hours.

Mr. SNELL. I did not quite understand the gentleman’s
statement.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman from Texas, Chairman
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, made
a suggestion to the majority leader in my hearing that it
was not the expectation of the committee to read the bill
under the 5-minute rule this afternoon. In view of that
fact we might have more than 3 hours' general debate today.

Mr, SNELL. If that is the desire of the majority, there
will be no objection on this side.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I would suggest this: That
we have general debate until the House adjourns today, if
requests are made for that much time. The reason for it is
that the full report on the bill would have been here this
morning if there had not been objection yesterday. It can-
not be here until tomorrow, and I think it is only fair to
have the report before us when we read the bill.

Mr, POU. That can be arranged after the adoption of
the rule. I move the previous guestion.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed fo.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that debate be confined to the bill, to be equally divided be-
tween and controlled by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Pazxer] and myself, and that general debate shall close at
adjournment of the House today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (S. 1580)
to relieve the existing national emergency in relation to
interstate railroad transportation, and to amend sections 5,
15a, and 19a of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended.

The motion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill S. 1580, with Mr. Hrr of Alabama in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

By unanimous consent, the first reading of the bill was
dispensed with.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 min-
utes. This bill is divided into two parts. Title I of the bill
has to do with one thing, and title IT of the bill has to do
with two other matters of very great importance. Title IT
of the bill has been under consideration by the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House for
several years. During the last session of Congress the com-
mittee reported the so-called *repeal of recapture”, or
153 of the Transportation Act of 1920. It also reported a
bill to bring the acquisition of railroads by the device of
the holding company under the jurisdiction of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. Those two bills, which I shall
discuss more in detail, compose title II of this bill. Title I
of the bill is a new venture in railroad legislation. In order
that the Committee may understand one of the main rea-
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sons, at least, for the committee reporting title I of the
bill, I refer, gentlemen, to page 7 of the hearings and the
third recommendation of the President of the United States
in his message to Congress on May 4, as to what he should
like to see done in the field of railway regulation.

That paragraph of the President’s message reads as
follows:

As a temporary emergency measure I suggest the creation of a
Federal Coordinator of Transportation who, working with groups
of railroads, will be able to encourage, promote, or require action
on the part of carriers in order to avold duplication of service,
prevent waste, and encourage financial reorganization. Such a
coordinator should also in carrying out this policy render useful
services in maintaining railroad employment at a fair wage.

The committee, taking this suggestion, has worked and
brought forth title I of this bill. It might also be said that
after rather lengthy conferences between the Secretary of
Commerce, representatives of labor organizations, repre-
sentatives of the railroads and the shippers, a committee
was suggested, and a committee of six met and made the
first draft of title I. That committee consisted of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Commerce, Senator
Dill, Commissioner Eastman, Dr. Splawn, and myself. We
brought out the bill that was introduced originally. The
same bill was introduced in the Senate and in the House.
The Senate completed its labors and reported a bill first,
and as some of us were not very keen to go up against some
of the provisions that we knew were going to be presented
and probably adopted, we waited the action of the Senate.

Before we completed our consideration of title I in execu-
tive session, we had conferences, or some of us did, with Sen-
ator DL and the representatives of the railway labor organ-
izations, and I had many conferences with the representa-
tives of the railroads, railway employees, and the shippers.
So it might be said that the amendments with reference to
labor—and that has been one of the things that have given
a great many on the committee and off the committee con-
cern—adopted by the Senate, called the labor provisions of
the bill, have been in the main accepted by the House com-
mittee, with possibly one exception. The exception, as I
understand it, was acceptable to the representatives of labor
It was to make if definite that the 43 percent of railroad
employees in the counftry who are not members of the
standard organizations would not be put out and denied
representation in conferences with the coordinator. So, as
far as the labor provisions were concerned, I think I might
say that both in the House bill and the Senate bill, as re-
ported, they are acceptable to the representatives of organ-
ized labor.

Mr. STUBBS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes.

Mr. STUBBS. To ask a question in regard to the person-
nel of railroad labor and their reduction. Is it expected to
keep up the present number of employees?

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, the bill provides that no
action of the coordinator shall result in the reduction of the
number of railroad employees as of May 1933.

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RAYBURN., Yes.

Mr. DUNN. In other words, the American Federation of
Labor and the railroad brotherhoods put their stamp of
approval on this hill?

Mr. RAYBURN. The American Federation of Labor has
‘nothing to do with it. I did not confer with them. I con-
ﬁrn‘ed with the representatives of the standard organiza-

ons.
bﬂllur. DUNN. And they put their stamp of approval on this

b

Mr. RAYBURN. They did not object to it.

Mr. DUNN. Is the railroad brotherhood in favor of this
House bill?

Mr. RAYBURN. I understand so.

Mr. THURSTON. If this bill is enacted into law, will it
result in lower freight rates?

Mr. RAYBURN. As the bill was originally drawn, I
thought that some economies might be brought about that
might respond in reduction of rates. As the bill now stands,
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to be frank with the gentleman, I very seriously doubt if'
there is anything in the bill as such that will force a reduc-
tion in the freight rates.

Mr. THURSTON. Will there be any movement to reduce:
the capital structure of the railroads?

Mr. RAYBURN. That is the hope, and if I may, I will
proceed to rates and capital structure of railroads in a few
minutes.

As to the capital structure of the railroads, I do not think
there is any question in the world but that along with all
individuals and all other industry there must be reorganiza-
tions of railroads, that their capital structures must be
scaled down, and that the American people, in the economic
condition in which we find ourselves at this time, are unable
to meet the charges on transportation that would be neces-
sary to pay a reasonable return on the capital structures of
the railroads as they are now set up.

Now, as to rates, I will say we are hoping in this bill
to do something that may allow some readjustment of rates.
Frankly, I am not an expert on rates, but I know that when
the commodities that move in transportation are as cheap
as they are today, they cannot move and pay as large a
proportion of the cost in transportation as they have to
pay now.

I am of the opinion that the railroads of the country
would make more money if substantial decreases in both
passenger and freight rates were brought about. [Ap-.
plause.] I may say that the whole question is being re- |
viewed by the Interstate Commerce Commission at this time,
but when their decision will be made I do not know. I am!
hoping they will find it in the public interest and lawful
to make material reductions in both passenger and freight
rates.

I am also of the opinion, affer studying this question
more or less for several years, that the railroads have not
done all they could to meet their competition. I asked
Judge Thom, who at that time was the representative of
the railway executives, and I asked Judge Heiserman, who
was attorney for the Pennsylvania Railroad Co., last spring,
if they knew of anybody in the entire world who exercised
less judgment than railroads when they started out to com-
pete with each other, and they both answered that they
did not. They have sat down rather grimly and have al-
lowed the bus and truck to take their business away from
them, and they have not done all that they could to meet
that competition, and to stay in the transportation field.

Freight rates are exactly like tariff rates. There is a
level at which you can place tariff rates at which they will
produce the maximum amount of revenue that flows into
the Treasury. If you put them higher than that, none comes
in, because the commerce does not move under them. The
same is true with railroad rates. There is a level at which
you can place railroad rates that is fair, that is just, and
that is reasonable, and under which freight and commerce
will go on through the country, and at which they will
produce the maximum amount of revenue.

With reference to this bill and title I, I first wish to
refer to a statement of Dr. Splawn at pages 13 to 29 of
hearings on H.R. 5500, by your committee. He has been
making an investigation for our committee, out of which
grew the holding-company part of this bill, and who has
worked with us on section 15a, and who has developed the
ownership of every railroad in the United States, its mileage,
its officers, its directors, its 30 largest stockholders, and has
given us a picture of the whole railroad ownership through-
out the land. That investigation was also made under the
chairmanship of Mr. Parger of New York.

In the last session of Congress Dr. Splawn made an in-
vestigation of the holding companies in the pipe-line field,
covering gas, gasoline, and oil. With. the exception of the!
Insull set-up, which will take a few more months to com-
plete, he is finishing a complete picture of the power com-
panies, their ownership, their controls, their interrelations
among themselves and with other business institutions. He
is developing the relations of the holding companies to
the operating companies in the telephone and telegraph ,
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field, apparently one of the most fruitful fields in which
the holding company, unregulated, has operated.

At this time I want to pay tribute to the patriotism, to
the sanity, to the indusiry and the great ability of Dr.
Splawn, because, in my opinion, he is one of the most valu-
able men that has ever been connected with the Govern-
ment, and I trust he is marked for a higher place in the
Government.

Mr. ARNOLD. Will the gentleman tell us what hearings
he is referring to?

Mr. RAYBURN. I am referring to the hearings held on
H.R. 5500.

Now, I wish to state what Commissioner Eastman thinks
will be accomplished under this bill. He thinks the follow-
ing may be accomplished, or at least he thought before it
was amended, that that might be accomplished.

The purposes of the bill, as he interprets them, are these:
To do away with existing wastes and duplication of services;
wastes which exist at large railroad centers and which could
be eliminated by the use of joint terminals, both passenger
and freight; unnecessary passenger and freight service,
which could be eliminated by pooling arrangements; unduly
circuitous routes; extravagance in solicitation of traffic;
waste in equipment-repairing expense, such as could be
avoided by joint use of certain shops and the abandonment
of others; waste in passenger ticket offices, such as could be
avoided by combined ticket offices; unnecessary allowances
‘to large shippers in certain services; unduly low charges for
warehouses and like accessorial services; waste in use of
equipment, such as might be avoided by pooling arrange-
ments, change in car rentals, and other means of reducing
empty return movement of cars; wasteful practices in the
purchase of equipment, rails, ties, materials, and supplies,
including not only purchasing methods but also standardiza-
tion of specifications; reduction of unprofitable operations
and provisions for better service by substitution of motor
vehicles for steam service and their use as accessorial service,
and so forth.

These are some of the things it is hoped to be accomplished
under the appointment of the coordinator.

Now, under the coordinator provision of the bill the Presi-
dent can appoint anyone whom he pleases coordinator by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, or he can
appoint a member of the Interstate Commerce Commission
as coordinator and relieve him of his duties as Commissioner
while he is acting as coordinator.

The bill provides that this legislation is emergency legis-
lation and shall have effect for but 1 year unless by proc-
lamation it is extended for another year by the President of
the United States. So, in no instance, can this emergency
legislation last more than 24 months.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield for a question about the powers of the coordinator?

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. All I have before me is Senate
bill 1580, but, as I read that, the coordinator will not be
called upon to or exercise any power except in the event that
carriers in the group through their committees cannot
agree, and refer the matter to him. In other words, as I
read the Senate bill, the railway companies who make up
these regional committees can exercise all the powers of this
bill with reference to abandoning trackage, terminals, and
everything else without the intervention of the coordinator,
except in case they cannot agree, and must call on him to
act.

Mr. RAYBURN. These things cannot be done without
the consent of the coordinator where they violate existing
law. The coordinator cannot do these things unless they
are initiated by the carriers; further than that, the Inter-
state Commerce Commission at the present time has control
over the matters you mention.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado.
junctive:

No railroads now existing shall be eliminated except with the
consent of the participating lines or upon order of the coordinator,

The bill reads in the dis-
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Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. The committee struck out that
first provision there as being a thing that the Interstate
Commerce Commission and the proposed coordinator do not
believe to be workable. The coordinator acts through sug-
gestion to these groups. He makes suggestions as to what
he thinks will improve the service, what will do away with
waste, what will make for betier service, what will be less
extravagant, and then he puts it up to the carriers through
the regional committee and sees if he cannot get them to
make a voluntary agreemenf. Otherwise, he is allowed to
put it into effect himself.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. This shows the disadvantage
of debating a bill without having it before the House.

Mr. RAYBURN. I may say to the gentleman that neither
I nor the committee are responsible for the fact the printed
bill is not before the House.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I think section 4 of the Senate
bill makes it very clear that the railroads have absolute and
complete control of all the powers of this bill up to the
point where they fail to agree.

Mr. RAYBURN. Not at all.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Up to the point where they
have to call in the coordinator.

Mr, RAYBURN. May I call the attention of the gentle-
man to section 6 of the bill?
yill‘;:lr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

eld?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON, If I understood the gentleman cor-
rectly, he stated that but for an amendment he was hopeful
there might be a reduction in freight rates under the bill.
May I ask the gentleman what amendment he has in mind
that will be likely to prevent that?

Mr. RAYBURN. I have amendments in mind that pre-
vent the coordinator from making certain savings.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. I am just wondering if the gen-
tleman would inform the House what those amendments
are,

Mr. ARENS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. ARENS. If the railroads were compelled to pay this
man $1,500 for the loss of value of his house because the
shops were moved, would they not come back to the Gov-
ernment and ask reimbursement?

Mr. RAYBURN. No; they would not come back to the
Government, because there is no guaranty of anything like
that; buf as the representative of the shippers said, they
might take it out of the hides of the shippers.

Mr. ARENS. They might increase the rates?

Mr. RAYBURN. Possibly.

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. EOPPLEMANN. Can the gentleman give us a few
words with reference to the relationship between the co-
ordinator and the Interstate Commerce Commission?

Mr, RAYBURN. The coordinator will work with the
Commission. He has no connection with the Commission,
however, unless he is designated from the Commission. Of
course, he would use all of the data and information that
has been accumulated by the Commission all of these years,
but there is no connection between the coordinator and the
Interstate Commerce Commission. He acts independently.
His decisions are appealable to the Interstate Commerce
Commission. If any interested party is dissatisfied with a
decision or an order of the coordinator, he may appeal to
the Interstate Commerce Commission, and the Interstate
Commerce Commission after hearing the camplaint may
entertain an appeal or not, or may have a hearing and a
determination or not.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yvield further?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I have the highest regard for the
gentleman’s opinion and I should like to ask him if in his
judgment the provision which would prevent the further
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reduction of employees will be calculated to prevent the
reduction of freight rates?

Mr. RAYBURN. If business conditions stay like they are
now, that will be the tendency; but it is the hope of every-
body, it is the belief of the employees, it is the hope of the
Interstate Commerce Commission and of many of us on the
committee, that business within the next few months is going
to pick up materially, in all probability 20 or 25 percent.
In this way, there will not be any necessity for reducing the
number of employees on the railroads, but there will be
necessity for a considerable increase.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. What will be the hope of those
employees who have been laid off returning to their former
positions or being reemployed?

Mr, RAYBURN. I think that is done by seniority and
they are placed on the board according to seniority and
called back in that way. Perhaps there is someone else here
who knows more about that phase of it than I do.

Mr. MEAD. If the gentleman will yield right there, I
think this is so. The bill safeguards the employees on the
rolls as of May 1933, but it in no wise protects the 700,000
employees who are temporarily laid off, and it will permit
such economies as will result from increased business to flow

to the railroads without taking on the men whom the gentle-

man has in mind, and they are probably permanently out of
work.

Mr. RAYBURN. And I may say this, too: Under the pro-
visions of this bill, when a vacancy occurs by reason of
death, resignation, or discharge for cause, the railroads are
not forced to fill that place. Now, what they do is this:
They do fill the place, but they promote from the junior to
the higher grade, or whatever grade it may be, and when
they get to the bottom they leave off one man, if his services
are not necessary, and the estimate of the saving in this
respect is that it will amount to from 5 to 6 percent of the
men each year, and there are in the neighborhood of 1,000,-
000 men working for the railroads. So 5 or 6 percent of the
men working for the railroads would be 50,000 or 60,000 a
year, and therefore, if the man whose place is not filled was
receiving only $1,600 a year and if 50,000 employees were to
be discharged or their places left vacant for the reasons I
have stated, this would effect a saving of $80,000,000.

Mr. COX. Do I understand it to be the meaning of what
the gentleman has said that operating costs would not in-
crease correspondingly with the increase of business, and
that the increase of business, of course, which we expect and
must have, would operate to reduce transportation costs?

Mr. RAYBURN. That is our hope.

Now, if there are no further questions on title I of this
bill, I should like to pass to something that I know a great
deal more about and am somewhat more interested in.

Mr. BLANCHARD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. BLANCHARD. The gentleman referred to the reduc-
tion in employees by resignation, death, or normal retire-
ments. Is there not a limitation of 5 percent placed in the
bill?

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes; and that is how I arrived at my
estimate of 50,000 men.

Mr. DUNN. Does the gentleman mean that 50,000 em-
ployees would be dismissed?

Mr. RAYBURN. No; but it is possible under the opera-
tions of this bill at the end of the year for 50,000 employees
to be eliminated in the ways I have suggested; but the bill
specifically provides that nobody working for the railroads
shall be laid off by any act of the coordinator.

Mr. MEAD. If the gentleman will be kind enough to
inform the Committee, I am sure they would like to know
whether the House bill contains all the so-called “labor
amendments ” adopted by the Senate.

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes; it does; but after a conference the
other day, an amendment to 7 (a), I think, was agreed to by
all concerned.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 15 addi-
tional minutes.
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Section 7 (a) in the Senate bill, as it was interpreted,
simply provided for representation for the employees who
were members of the organizations that made the contracts
at Chicago in February 1932, If is estimated that 57 per-
cent of the railway employees belong to the standard organi-
zations, There are 43 percent, more or less, who do nof
belong to the standard organizations. They belong to com-
pany unions and other unions, or what not. So we provided
an amendment in the House bill that other organizations
should have representation, provided it was such an organi-
zation as was eligible to come in under the Railway Labor
Act of 1923.

Mr. MEAD. Following that up, Senator Dmy, or one of
the other Senators who is a member of the committee in
charge of the bill in the Senate, left the impression in the
Senate that the administration—and I presume by that he
means the President—favors the so-called “labor amend-
ments.” Is that the gentleman’s information?

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes.

Mr. WITHROW. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes.

Mr. WITBROW. It is not the gentleman’s desire to leave
the impression with the Committee——

Mr. RAYBURN. It is not my desire to leave any impres-
sion except the correct one, I will tell the gentleman that.

Mr. WITHROW. Justa moment. That 43 percent of the
employees working on the railroads belong to the independ-
ent organizations?

Mr. RAYBURN. That is the best information I have.

Mr. WITHROW. The gentleman does not wish to leave
that impression?

Mr. RAYBURN. That is exactly the impression I intended
to leave, because that is what has been told me by people
who are supposed to know. - Of course, I said “ more or less ”,
because I am depending on information that was given fo
me that in the neighborhood of 43 percent of the employees
belong to such organizations.

Mr. WITHROW. Buf the gentleman does not mean fo
say they belong to the independent organizations, does he?

Mr. RAYBURN. What is the gentleman talking about
when he speaks of “independent organizations ”?

Mr, WITHROW. I m2an the independent organizations
outside of the standard railroad organizations, which com-
prise 57 percent.

Mr, RAYBURN. That is exactly what my impression

Mr. WITHROW. Well, they do not.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio, who
is well informed on such questions.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. I think I can explain this to the
House. It was testified before our committee during the
hearings that 43 percent of the railroad employees were not
affiliated with the 16 standard railroad brotherhood organi-
zations that comprise 57 percent of the employees, but the
fact was not brought out that the remaining 43 percent be-
long to some other organizations.

Mr. WITHROW. Yes; that is it.

Mr. RAYBURN. What I intended to say was they were
outside of the standard organizations. Now, so far as I am
concerned, I am through with title I, unless someone wishes
to ask further questions.

Mr. GRISWOLD. I should like to ask the gentleman a
question. I did not hear the first part of the gentleman’s
statement regarding the payment of losses in the event of
the removal of terminals. When is the effective date that
pertains to that?

Mr. RAYBURN. On the enactment of the act.

Mr. GRISWOLD. There is no date fixed in the act?

Mr. RAYBURN. In other words, the act is in effect when
the coordinator is appointed?

Mr. GRISWOLD. I want to call attention to the fact that
during the last year several hundred terminals have been
abolished.

Mr. KVALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

is.
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Mr. KVALE. The gentleman said that the basic employ-
ment figures would be as of May. Would not it be better
if an average was taken between May, when it will be at a
low ebb, and the time when it will be at the highest?

Mr. RAYBURN. That would have been agreeable to me;
but, as I understand, it was not agreeable to gentlemen
interested in labor. They seem to want to take May of this
year, and so that was agreed upon.

Now, passing to title II. In the Transportation Act of 1920
a section grants the right of permissive consolidation. The
act provided that if two or more railroads wanted to bring
their property together in a consolidation or merger or lease
or otherwise, that they should file a petition to the Inter-
state Commerce Commission and receive the approval of
the Commission before they made a consolidation, and after
meeting requirements laid down in the statute they might
consolidate on the approval of the Commission.

The President said in his message:

Railway holding companies should be placed definitely under
the regulation and control of the Interstate Commerce Commission
in like manner as the railways themselves.

It also provided that the Interstate Commerce Commission
should bring forth a plan for the consclidation of railroads.
They turned this job over to Prof. William Z. Ripley, of Har-
vard, a great transportation expert, a thorough schoelar, and
an able and highly patriotic citizen.

He brought forth a tentative plan several years ago for
the consolidation of the railroads of the United States into
19 or 20 systems. With slight modifications the Commission
adopted his as their tentative plan. After a lapse of several
years the Commission put out a final plan. The roads have
not used that consolidation plan greatly—they seem to be
unable to get together themsélves in order to file an appli-
cation to the Interstate Commerce Commission because they
cannot agree as to mileage, they cannot agree as to costs,
and so forth.

But in the meantime some of the railroads of the country,
desiring to consolidate or bring together their properties, did
bring together properties that they had reason to believe the
Interstate Commerce Commission would not approve of, and
in some instances properties were brought together after the
Commission had denied the right to unify.

I might be specific. The process of pyramiding may be
illustrated by the stock of the Chesapeake & Ohio Railroad.
A majority of the stock of that railroad was held on April
30, 1930, by the Chesapeake Corporation, and constituted
the great bulk of that holding company's assets. Against
these assets it had issued $46,748,000 of its own bonds and
stock carried as a liability of $74,242,042. A majority of the
stock of the Chesapeake Corporation was owned by the
Alleghany Corporation, which in turn issued bonds, preferred
stock largely without voting power, and common stock. A
large block of Alleghany common was owned by the General
Securities Corporation and a large bleck of the stock of that
holding company by the Vaness Co.

The purchases of the Alleghany Corporation were largely
made near the top of the market at high prices. House
Report No. 2789 shows, for example, that it paid $159.87
per share for Pere Marquette stock, $60 for Erie common,
$130.21 for Nickel Plate common, $80.87 for Missouri Pacific
common, $136.05 for Missouri Pacific preferred, and $95.19
for Kansas City Southern common. In contrast with these
prices the Chesapeake & Ohio has recently purchased 46,200
shares of Pere Marquette stock from the Alleghany Cor-
poration at $11 per share, as contrasted with the $159.87
paid, and has been given a 4-year option fo purchase 215,000
shares of Erie common at $13.25 per share, as contrasted
with the $60 paid.

The Van Sweringens went across the Mississippi River
and bought up 51 percent of the stock of the Missouri
Pacific, one of the great railroad systems of the country.
They paid a high price for the securities. That railroad
has taken advantage of the amendment to the Bankruptcy
Act of March 3, and now is in process of reorganization,

The common stock of that railroad now is selling on the
exchange for as little as $3.50 per share. We believed that
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after Congress granted the railroads the valuable privilege of
being allowed to consolidate their properties where they
wanted to, even in violation of antitrust laws, with the con-
sent of the Interstate Commerce Commission, they should
not, either in spirit or by letter, disobey the law. But they
have done it and have gotten themselves into a great deal
of trouble. I might say to the gentlemen from New England
that with the aid of the holding company known as * Pen-
road Corporation ”, not owned by the Pennsylvania Railroad
Co., but officered and controlled by the men who run the
Pennsylvania Railrocad Co., they have gone into New Eng-
land and bought up 23 percent or more of the stock of the
New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad, and have also
obtained large holdings in the Boston & Maine. The Penn-
sylvania Railroad Co., I might say, is not vitally interested
in concentrating movement of trafiic to any port in New
England, but rather is interested in the port of New York
and in the port of Philadelphia. New England is fast
becoming, I think, the back yard so far as transportation is
concerned that really belongs to it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes.

Mr. GOSS. The gentleman does not think that if the
4- or 5-way consolidation plan goes through, the New Eng-
land lines should not be included in the consolidation of
trunk-line territory, does he?

Mr. RAYBURN. I am not discussing that. I should dis-
like very much to see it done. I think New England ought
to have a railroad system of its own, but you have not got
it now through this control of the Penroad. In future we
want to prevent those things, and we say in this bill that
hereafter no railroad properties shall be brought together
through the device of a holding company without first ap-
plying to and receiving the consent of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission.

Mr. GOSS. Is there anything in the bill, or in any other
bill, that would require the divesting of the Penroad or the
so-called “ Pennsylvania ”, down to a smaller amount of
stock?

Mr. RAYBURN, I was in favor of the bill’s containing
a provision providing for the unscrambling of corporate
affiliations in cases where not approved by the Commission,
but my judgment in the matter did not predominate, and
the provision which I believe the gentleman may be think-
ing of, the new paragraph (11) of section 5, begins from
now and is not retroactive. It relates only to stock hold-
ings, tested according to its future effect, though for this
purpose it is immaterial when the holdings were acquired.
It should be noted that by the terms of section 204 of the
bill the existing provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act
and other laws are preserved, so far as necessary, to apply
with full force to acquisitions of control which have hereto-
fore taken place. This section does not, of course, limit or
affect the operation of the new paragraph (11) of section 5
here proposed. I should like very much to have given the
Interstate Commerce Commission the authority, and I think
Congress has the power to give it the authority, to unscram-
ble some of these things that have been done.

Mr. GOSS. Will the gentleman offer such an amend-
ment?

Mr. RAYBURN. But my judgment in that did not pre-
vail. We had some lawyers in the commiftee and out of the
committee who did not believe Congress had the power to
do it and others who doubted the wisdom of the policy.

There is a real necessity for these amendments to section
5 of the Interstate Commerce Act.

In its annual report for 1929 the Interstate Commerce
Commission expressed the belief that through the activities
of holding companies—

The subjection of the unification of carriers by railroad to the
orderly processes of a carefully planned scheme of public regula-

tion, which sectlon 5 was designed to accomplish, 1s very likely to
be partially or even wholly defeated, subject to the possibility

‘that the Clayton Antitrust Act may in some measure, after pro-

tracted litigation, enable control over the situation to be main-
tained.
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The House of Representatives passed Resolufion 114, Sev-
enty-first Congress, second session, under which the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce conducted a
thorough and comprehensive investigation. The results of
that investigation were published as House Report No. 2789,
Seventy-first Congress, third session. Incorporated in this
report at page LXXXV were the recommendations of spe-
cial counsel to the effect that section 5 of the Interstate
Commerce Act, as amended, be amended so as to bring
within the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, for approval or disapproval, any acquisition of the
control of a railroad which would result in bringing that
railroad into affiliation with, in control of, or under the
management of another railroad, whether the acquisition
be by holding company or otherwise, and that when a hold-
ing company is thus permitted to control a carrier by rail-
road, directly or indirectly, through ownership of stock,
thereafter the accounts and capitalization of that holding
company shall be subject to regulation by the commission.

The Interstate Commerce Commission in its annual re-
port for 1931, at page 21 and at pages 84 to 86, made recom-
mendations in harmony with this recommendation of the
special counsel to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. These recommendations were based upon the
facts disclosed by the investigation conducted under House
Resolution 114 and published in House Report No. 2789,
Seventy-first Congress, third session. All the pertinent facts
are contained in that report.

In line with these recommendations and to remedy the
defects in existing law disclosed by the facts contained in
House Report No. 2789, H.R. 9059 was drafted. The chair-
man of the legislative committee of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission testified in the hearings on H.R. 9059
(p. 238) that the bill had been submitted to the entire Com-
mission and considered in conference, together with a state-
ment which the chairman of the legislative committee of the
Commission had made before the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce (pp. 47 to 83, hearings, H.R. 9059),
and the Commission unanimously approved H.R. 9059.

The investigation under House Resolution 114 (H.Rept.
No. 2789, T1st Cong., 3d sess.) disclosed that an important
weakness of section 5, as it now stands, is that it places no
control upon the activities of so-called “ holding companies ™
in effecting unification of railway properties into systems.
H.R. 9059 formed the basis for sections 1 to 4 of the present
bill. In the hearings on that bill special counsel for the
commitiee and the chairman of the legislative committee of
the Interstate Commerce Commission illustrated this weak-
ness of section 5. (Examples taken from H.Rept. No. 2789.)
Striking illustrations are recorded on pages 21 fo 26 and 48
to 50 of the record of hearings on H.R. 9059. The investiga-
tion into the holding companies conducted by the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce disclosed that acquisi-
tions which had been disapproved after formal hearings by
the Interstaie Commerce Commission had afterward been
accomplished through the use of holding companies. It
further revealed that systems which had been approved by
the Commission as in the public interest, and which in har-
mony with the Commission’s completed plan would be inde-
pendent of one another, had been brought under the control
of a single holding company. This investigation made clear
that the independence one of another of the railroad sys-
tems resulting from the congressional plan included®in
section 5 of the act to regulate commerce was in some in-
stances being destroyed and in others seriously threatened.
(H.Rept. No. 2789, T1st Cong., 3d sess., pp. T14ff and 878ff.)

Apart from section 5 of the Interstate Commerce Act, the
Commission has certain jurisdiction under the Clayton Act
over acquisitions of control, direct or indirect, of one rail-
road by another, or acquisitions of common control of two
or more railroads, where it can be established that the
effect of such acquisitions may be to substantially lessen
competition between the corporations involved, or to restrain
the commerce in which they are engaged, or to fend to
create a monopoly of any line of commerce. But the en-
forcement of the Commission’s autharity to break up such

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

4857

combinations affer they have been put together is hedged
about by many difficulties, and probably no such authority
exists under the Clayton Act in the case of cerfain of the
unifications which have been accomplished through the use
of holding companies and which are described in House
Report No. 2789.

Whether or not all or any of these unifications are con-
sistent with the public interest does not have to be de-
termined in order fo reveal the necessity of further legisla-
tion. The important point is that unifications and group-
ings of railroads have been accomplished entirely without
supervision by the Commission and without any opportunity
to consider the question of public interest. Under section
5 of the act to regulate commerce it was the purpose of Con-
gress to place the unification of the railway properties of
the United States entirely within the conftrol of the Com-
mission. The investigation conducted by the House Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, under House
Resolution 114, reveals that wide opportunities exist for
accomplishing such unifications without any such control
and in complete defeat of the intent of the Congress. More-
over, these opportunities to circumvent the will of Congress,
as expressed in section 5, exist irrespective of what the
public interest may be. It is to correct this condition, and
to prevent through the use of holding companies and other
devices the defeat of the congressional will, that this bill has
been drawn.

This bill specifically treats a holding company which has
been authorized to acquire a railroad as though it were a
common carrier in that, first, it must obtain approval of
the Commission to acquire control of two or more railroads;
second, after obtaining such approval it must then, like the
railroads, be subject to paragraphs (1) to (10), inclusive,
of section 20 of the act (relating to reports, accounts, and
so forth, of carriers), and to paragraphs (2) to (11), in-
clusive, of section 20a (relating to issues of securities and
assumption of liabilities of carriers).

Another part of title IT deals with 15a of the Transporta-
tion Act of 1920, and in that connection I might guote a
little history. The Government took over the railroads dur-
ing the war. The Transportation Act of 1920 returned the
railroads to their owners. The House passed a bill and the
Senate passed a bill. We went into conference, and the
Conference Committee agreed to the Transportation Act of
1920. The House passed a rule of rate making, which I
think is fair. The Senate passed a rule of rate making that
was fairly reasonable, The President said in his message:

First, I recommend the repeal of the recapture provisions of
the Interstate Commerce Commission Act. The Commission has

pointed out that existing provisions are unworkable and imprac-
ticable.

In the committee of conference they wrote 15a, contain-
ing the rule of rate making and providing for the recapture
of excess earnings. The Interstate Commerce Commission
in three of its reports has recommended the repeal of the re-
capture of 15a ab initio, or from the beginning, wiping the
whole thing off the books. The Interstate Commerce Com-
mission has contended since the passage of 15a that it tried
to enforce a rule of rate making which was impossible of
administration. There are many factors besides value that
should be considered in making a rate. It was thought that
if you fixed a rate at which the average railroad would make
6 percent it would be a fair return, but what was provided
was a reasonable return, because otherwise some well-circum-
stanced roads would make an unreasonable return. So it
was provided that if a railroad under that rate made more
than 6 percent the Government would recapture half of
the excess above 6 percent and put it into a fund in the
Treasury to the credit of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to be loaned to weak railroads.

It developed that the railroads said, “ We do not owe this
money; the Interstate Commerce Commission has not fixed
a value; we have not agreed to the value the Interstate
Commerce Commission has fixed,” In the O'Fallon case, the
railroad carried the matier to the Supreme Court of the
United States, and the Supreme Court of the United States
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said that the Interstate Commerce Commission's method of
valuation was not fair to the railroads. The Interstate

- Commerce Commission said that valuation should be based
upon prudent investment, and the Supreme Court said that
prudent investment should be one of the controlling factors,
but that reproduction costs had not been considered to as
full a degree in the valuation of the railroad as they should
have been under the clause that provides that property may
not be taken for public use without just compensation.

Mr. PARSONS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes; I yield.

Mr. PARSONS. What is the fotal amount that has been
paid in?

Mr. RAYBURN. May I just proceed, and I will try to
cover this entire question.

There has been no arrival at the amount nor any agree-
ment as to the amount that the railroads owe. The Inter-
state Commerce Commission, under its valuation—under the
law they have been trying to get Congress to repeal for about
4 years—claims it is in the neighborhood of $361,000,000.
The amount captured is in the neighborhood of $10,000,000.
That is all that has ever been captured.

I might say that about $4,000,000 of that amount was paid
in by the little, weak fellows who did not feel they could
fight the United Stales Government, and they paid it in,
and they are in desperation now for need of that money.
The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Kerr] has been
very miuch interested in this matter. There was one little
railroad in North Carolina that was owned by a town down
there. It was a revenue producer for the town, and they
made some money and paid to the Government. The Gov-
ernment has held it ever since.

Furthermore, let me say that not a dollar of that $10,-
000,000 has ever been loaned to a weak railroad, for the
simple reason that the Interstate Commerce Commission
fixed rules and regulations, and set 6 percent as the rate of
interest, and any railroad, short or long, poor or fat, that
could borrow money under the regulations which the Inter-
state Commerce Commission set could go out in the open
market and borrow money for less than 6 percent.

Mr. MILLIGAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. MILLIGAN. Is it not also true that the greater part
of this $10,000,000 was paid under profest?

Mr. RAYBURN. Practically every dollar of it was paid
under protest. The Interstate Commerce Commission says
if they are going to enforce this thing, this rule of rate
making that they do not think is fair, if they are to enforce
this recapture provision which they do not think should
be enforced, they will have to go into cowrt over nearly
every dollar of it, and that only after long, tedious, expen-
sive lawsuits which will cost the Government of the United
States millions of dollars, can they bring this thing to an
adjustment.

They do not know, then, whether or not the courts, as in
the O'Fallon case, will say their valuation is wrong and
that the railroad which they then claimed owed $10,000,000
does not owe the Government of the United States anything.
More than that, the best thinkers on transportation—and I
do not mean those who own railroads or who are financially
interested in them—believe that at this time it is imprac-
ticable to collect one dollar of the $361,000,000; and that this
cloud hanging over the railroads of the country is helping
to destroy their credit, and that this threaf of unrecoverable
money should be lifted from the railroads.

Mr. KVALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. KVALE. When the committee decided it was advisa-
ble to repeal the recapture clause, did it then consider the
advisability of reducing the guaranty of 5% percent?

Mr. RAYBURN. We repeal the whole rule of rate mak-
ing, and write a new rule of rate making, not based upon
value.

Mr., COCHRAN of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RAYBURN, I yield.
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Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. The fact remains that Con-
gress passed a law in 1920 providing for recapture.

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Thirteen years have passed.
Who is responsible for not taking this matter to the courts
end keeping it there until a decision was finally rendered
as to whether or not the railroads should pay the money
or whether the Government was entitled to it?

Mr. RAYBURN. The Commission has not carried those
cases through the courts. It has taken these years to try
to arrive at the valuations required.

I may say to the gentleman that my idea on it has not
changed since 1920. I always thought it was an unrea-
sonable and unworkable rule of rate making, and that if a
reasonable rate is set, every man who devoted his property
to the service of the transportation ought to have what it
paid, and that the recapture end of it was a fantastic thing
that I never did sanction.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Be that true, nevertheless it
seems to me that the Government official, regardless of his
opinion, should carry out that act until the Congress had
finally repealed it.

Mr. RAYBURN. I may say this, in defense of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, that the valuation of the rail-
roads has not yet been completed; and that is one reason
why they have been unable to proceed with prosecuting these
things to final judgment, because they did not know exactly
what the valuation of the railroads was. They have tenta-
tive valuations. They have guesses; very good guesses; but
the recapture finding is also tentative and indefinite, in a
way.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. But the failure to complete
the valuation was due to the Congress’ not setting a date
when it should be completed, instead of giving them millions
of dollars to carry on and keep people in jobs year after
year.

Mr. RAYBURN. On the contrary, it was due to the time-
consuming, impractical task assigned to the Commission by
the Congress. Another thing we do in that is to relieve the
Interstate Commerce Commission of the burden of bringing
valuations down to date with the particularity now pre-
secribed.

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. 1 yield.

Mr. COX. In what way is this provision related to other
provisions of the act, and how is it necessary in the perfec-
tion of what the gentleman’s committee has undertaken to
do? I mean the act as a whole.

Mr, RAYBURN. In the consolidation of section 15a the
railroads were represented, labor was represented, the Inter-
state Commerce Commission was represented, shippers’ asso-
ciations were represented, and every group and every indi-
vidual who appeared before the committee recommended the
repeal of 15a, the recapture clause, and a rewriting of the
rule of rate making that we have done in this act.

Mr, COX. Will the gentleman be kind enough to yield
further at that point?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. COX. What provision, if any, is made for meeting
the expenses incurred by the Government in its endeavor
to put into effect this recapture clause of the Transporta-
tion Act?

Mr. RAYBURN. That expense has been met out of ap-
propriations made by Congress from time to time since 1920.

Now, this bill provides also that where the railroads have
paid in this money, it shall be returned to them. I think
that is nothing but fair. If we are going to remit the claim
against others, it is only fair that those who have tried to
comply with the law and who have paid in their money
should have it returned.

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. GRISWOLD. Did I understand the gentleman to
say that the rate-making provision had been rewritten?

Mr. RAYBURN. We have.
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Mr. GRISWOLD. In rewriting the rate-making pro-
vision was the old principle of basing rates on capital ac-
counts left in?

Mr. RAYBURN. No. As far as we could, in writing the
rule on rate making, we tried to write one that would be
as nearly as may be a reasonable rate. I will read the
rule on rate-making as we have if here:

In the exercise of its power to prescribe a just and reasonable
rate the Commission shall give due consideration among other
factors to the effect of rates upon the movement of traffic, to the
need and the public interest for adequate and eflicient rallway
transportation, to service at the lowest cost consistent with
furnishing such service, and to the need of revenues suficient to
enable the carriers under honest, economical, and efficient man-
agement to provide such service.

This is what we arrived at after many months of study
of the rule of rate making.

Mr. GRISWOLD. To make myself clear, under the old
system whatever money was spent by the railroad, even
though it was borrowed money, could be considered for rate
making and the rate was fixed that would allow a return
of 6 percent, even on that borrowed money, which was
passed on as part of the increased cost of operation.

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes.

Mr. GRISWOLD. That was the old rate-making rule.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. The Interstate Commerce Com-
mission has to pass upon it, does it not?

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes; but we are laying down at this
place a standard for rate making.

Mr. WOOD of Missouri. Mr, Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

Mr. WOOD of Missouri. On January 19, 1932, testifying
before the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, Commissioner Eastman, of the Inferstate Com-
merce Commission, made the following statement:

On December 17, 1931, the general railroad contingent fund
‘held $13,277,598.50. Of this, $10,717,922.97 represented payments
by carriers, and the remainder represented interest accumula-
tions. Of the payments by carriers, $8,796,188.11 was paid under
protest, and $1,921,734.86 was paid unconditionally. Of the latter
amount, $9,917.72 was pald in whole or in part under final orders
of the Commission. Most of the payments have been by small or
comps.ratively small roads. Conaiderably more than half came
from railroads controlled by the fron and steel industry.

I made a computation yesterday, and I discovered that cut of
the $10,717,922.97 which had been paid in, over £8,000,000 had
been pald in by rallroads controlled by industries, and the larger
part of that by railroads which are controlled by the United
States Steel Corporation, the Bethlehem Steel Corporation, and
oti}g iron and steel industries

. Mr. Chalrman, in that connection, may I ask a
question?

The CHAIRMAN, Yes, sir.

Mr. Mares. Mr. Commissioner, is it possible to make any reason-
able estimate—and if so, will you give it to us—as to how much,
in your judgment, it would cost to collect the $378,000,000 that
the Commission has estimated the railroads owe this recapture
fund, and how long it would take to settle the question?

Mr. RAYBURN. I understand that. What question does
the gentleman wish to ask?

Mr. WOOD of Missouri. This $8,000,000 paid in by rail-
reads owned by United States Steel and Bethlehem Steel—

Mr. RAYBURN. The testimony you have quoted indi-
cates tie sources of these payments,

Mr., WOOD of Missouri. Does not the gentleman think,
whether or not we retain the recapture clause, that Mr.
Morgan would take this $8,000,000 that is given back to him
and probably pay some of the income tax he owes for the
last 2 or 3 years?

Mr. RAYBURN. I know nothing about that. I may say
I have always believed in treating all people exactly alike
and playing fair with everyone. If we are going to take
away from one, we should take away from all; or if we are
going to give back to one, we should give back to all.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. RAYBURN. I yield.

LXXVII—307

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

4859

Mr., PARSONS. With reference to the capital structure
of railroads and valuation, I understand the recent investi-

‘gation is not complete, but the capifal stock is something

like $11,000,000,000 and the bonded indebtedness is a little
over $13,000,000,000. In other words, since the valuation of
1916, 1918-32 there has been an increase in the capital
structure of over $4,000,000,000. Heretocfore, at least upon
the capital structure, there has never been any thought on
the part of the railroads of retiring the bonds.

I wonder if there is any provision in this bill that would
permit the Interstate Commerce Commission to compel the
railroads to set up a fund to retire the bonded indebtedness
of the railroads?

We have paid the bonded indebtedness once over with
dividends and interest, but no effort has ever been made to
retire the bonds.

Mr, RAYBURN. There is nothing in this act with refer-
ence to that.

[Here the gavel fell.]l

Mr, RAYBURN. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent

‘to proceed for 5 additional minutes, which I understand

is necessary on account of the fact I have consumed 1 hour.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the regquest of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAYBURN. I may say in reference to the capital
structure: I was very much in favor of an amendment to the
Bankruptcy Act that became law in March 1933. I believe
a great number of the railroads of the country should take
advantage of the operation of that law and go through re-
organization and a reduction of their capital structures. I
do not see any other hope for them. They cannot refinance,
they cannot pay a return on the capital structures they have
with a reasonable charge for the service they are rendering.

Mr. MAY., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? I
beg pardon; I realize that the gentleman’s time is limited.

Mr. RAYBURN. My time is out; I am going on borrowed

‘time, but I yield to the gentleman from EKentucky.

Mr. MAY. I read the bill the gentleman introduced here.
As I understand the general character of the legislation,
it authorizes a temporary suspension of the antitrust laws,
that would otherwise affect the railroads. It provides for
the consolidation or merger of all of the railroads.

Mr. RAYBURN. Oh, no. That is the law now. We do
not change the consolidation provision of the Transporta-
tion Act, except to say that they cannot consolidate through
the holding companies without the consent of the Interstate
Commerce Commission. It was in the law of 1920 and has
been the law ever since.

Mr, MAY. As I understand, the consolidations are not
permissible under the law by reason of the existence of the
antitrust laws.

Mr. RAYBURN. No. The antitrust laws as they affected
the consolidation of the railroads were suspended by the
act of 1920, where the Commission approves a consolidation.

Mr. MAY., If the gentleman will permit me to finish my
question, as I understand the measure it provides for these
consolidations and also provides for the appointment of a
coordinator to effect the mergers or consolidations.

Mr. RAYBURN. Oh, no, The coordinator has nothing
whatever to do with consolidations.

Mr. MAY. Do you create a coordinator?

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes.

Mr. MAY. Then the question I wanted to get to, if the
gentleman will permit me——

Mr. RAYBURN. I hope I am courteous to the gentleman.

Mr, MAY. I want to inquire if there is any power given
the coordinator in the legislation that will enable him to
accomplish the purposes of the prior legislation.

Mr. RAYBURN. Not a thing, because the question of
consolidation, I will say to my friend from Kentucky, is left
where it has been since 1920, with the Inferstate Commerce
Commission and not with any coordinator.

Mr. MAY. My question was prompted, if my friend from
Texas will permit me to say so, by reading the testimony of




4860

Mr. Eastman, who testified at the recent hearings of this
committee that the coordinator had no power or authority
to do anything. My question then is, Why create a coordi-
nator?

Mr. RAYBURN. I will state to the gentleman that it is
with reference to consolidations that he does not have any-
thing to do. In connection with a great many other things,
he has very much to do with them, because he can issue an
order and it goes into effect, and the only power that can
set it aside is the court.

Mr. MAY. That is an order pertaining to the action of
the committees that may be created by the boards of direc-
tors.

Mr. RAYBURN. Or by independent action, he can go
over the committee, and he does not have to ask the com-
mittee about a great many things he does; but as far as the
consolidation provisions in the law are concerned, this bill
does not touch them, except with respect to the proposition
of control of the holding company. However, the coordi-
nator has nothing whatsoever to do with the question of rail-
road consolidations, regardless of the debate in the Senate.

Now, I have taken more time than I intended. I have not
made as connected a statement as I would like to make,
because I yielded to everybody who has asked me to yield.

Mr. MEAD. The genfleman has been very kind and
patient, and by reason of the powerful position the gen-
tleman holds, I think it would be well for the record, if the
gentleman would explain section 10 (b) with regard to the
nullification of State laws and regulations.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHATRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Connecticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I shall now ask unani-
mous consent that I may extend my remarks, and I shall
undertake to have in the Recorp in the morning an explana-
tion of each provision of title I, as set forth in the reporf.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The analysis is as follows:

Awavrysis orF TrriE I oF THE Brin
SECTION 1
Section 1 defines the terms * Commission”, * coordinator”,
“ committee ”, “ carrier ”, “employee”, and *“ State commission.”
SECTION 2

Section 2 states the purposes of title I, which are to foster and
rotect interstate commerce in relation to railroad transportation
gy preventing and relieving obstructions and burdens thereon
resulting from the present acute economic emergency and by safe-
guarding and maintaining an adequate national system of trans-
portation and creates therefor the office of Federal Coordinator of
rtation and provides for his appointment by the President,
with the advice and consent of the Senate, or his designation by
the President from the Interstate Commerce Commission.

SECTION 3

Section 3 directs the coordinator to divide the carriers into three
regional groups and the carriers in each group to designate five
representatives, who shall be the regular members of a regional
coordinating committee. The railroads other than class 1 of a
region may designate a representative, and the electric railways not
owned or controlled by a steam railroad may designate & repre-
sentative, who shall be special members of the regional coordinat-
ing committee.

SECTION 4

Section 4 states the purposes of the title: First, to promote
economies and avoid unnecessary waste and preventable expense;
second, to promote financial reorganization of the carriers; and,
third, to provide for the immediate study of other means of im-
proving conditions surrounding transportation in all its forms and
the preparation of plans therefor.

SECTION 5

Section 5 makes it the duty of the committees representing the
carriers within each group, and jointly where more than one group
is affected, to carry out the provisions of the title; and directs
the coordinator to give appropriate directions by order in such
instances as the committees are unable for any reason, legal or
otherwise, to carry out the purposes of the title by voluntary
action.
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BECTION @

Section 6 the coordinator to confer freely with these
regional committees and to give them the benefit of his advice
and assistance. Where a committee fails to act the coordinator
may act on his own initiative. The coordinator is empowered to
call for information and reports from the committees themselves,
the carriers, and the Interstate Commerce Commission. Provi-
slon is made in (b) of this section for the Commission to require
by subpena the attendance and testimony of witnesses and au-
thorizes the members and examiners of the Commission to admin-
ister oaths.

SECTION 7

Section 7 consists of five paragraphs, (a), (b), (¢), (d), and (e).

7 (a) authorizes for each regional group of carriers one labor
committee representing the standard unions and another labor
committee representing other labor organizations which may be
designated and authorized to represent employees in accordance
with the requirements of the Railway Labor Act. Both the re-
glonal coordinating committees representing the carriers and the
coordinator are required to give notice to and to confer with the
appropriate labor committee or committees, and hear their views
prior to taking any action or issuing any order which will affect
the interests of the employees.

7 (b) is as follows:

“(b) The number of employees in the service of a carrier shall
not be reduced by reason of any action taken pursuant to the
suthority of this title below the number as shown by the pay rolls
of employees in service during the month of May 1933, after
deducting the number who have been removed from the pay rolls
after the effective date of this act by reason of death, normal
retirements, or resignation, but not more in any one year than 5
percent of said number in service during May 1933; nor shall any
employee in such service be deprived of employment such as he
had during said month of May or be in a worse position with
respect to his compensation for such employment, by reason of
any action taken pursuant to the authority conferred by this title.”

7 (c) requires the coordinator to establish regional boards of
adjustment for the settlement of labor disputes, arising under this
title, In the manner provided by the Railway Labor Act.

7 (d) provides for compensation to employees for property
losses and expenses imposed upon them by reason of transfers of
work from one locality to another incident to carrying out the
purposes of this title.

7 (e) is drawn to strengthen the enforcement of the Railway
Labor Act and discourage the use of “ yellow dog " contracts.

SECTION 8

Section 8 provides that not less than 20 days shall elapse after
the publication by the coordinator of an order before it becomes
effective.

SECTION 9

Section 9 provides that any interested party (including any
carrier, shipper, employee, State commission, the Governor of any
State, or representative of any political subdivision of a State)
may appeal to the Interstate Commerce Commission for a review
of an order issued by the coordinator. If the Commission grants
such a review, it may in its discretion suspend an order if it finds
that the immediate enforcement would result in irreparable dam-
age to the petitioner or would work grave injury to the public
interest. The Commission is called upon to expedite its hearings
it it suspends an order.

SECTION 10

Bection 10 provides for the suspension of the antitrust laws and
of all other restrictions or prohibitions of State or Federal author-
ity except laws for the protection of the public health or safety
and the requirements of the Railway Labor Act so far as necessary
to carry out orders issued under this title. (b) of this section
requires the coordinator to advise a State commission or the
Governor of a State before he issues any order relleving any
carrier from the operation of a law of the State or an order of
the Btate commission.

SECTION 11

Section 11 provides that nothing may be done under this title
to relieve any carrier from any contractual obligations which it
may have assumed with regard to the location or maintenance of
offices, shops, or roundhouses, at any point.

SECTION 12

Section 12 provides for penalties of not less than $1,000 or more
than $20,000 for each day that an order of the coordinator is
violated by a carrier, or any officer or employee of a carrier. It
further provides that no one may be required by such an order
to render labor or service without his consent.

SECTION 13

Section 13 directs the coordinator to Investigate and consider
means not provided for in this title of improving transportation
conditions throughout the country. It {s drawn to carry out the
third purpose of the title as stated in section 4.

SECTION 14

Section 14 provides that the expenses of the coordinator shall
be borne from a fund to be coliected from the carriers on the
basis of §2 for every mile of road operated on December 31, 1832,
and provides that the coordinator and members of his staff may
receive free transportation from the railroad and Pullman com-
panies.
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SECTION 15
Section 15 is drawn to carry out the second purpose of the title
as stated in section 4. The Commission shall not approve a loan
to a carrier under the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act as
amended if it is of the opinion that the public interest requires
the financial recrganization of the company, provided that this
limitation does not apply to a recelver or trustee of a carrier.
SECTION 18
Section 16 provides for court review of orders and for expediting
the determination of questions taken to the courts.
SECTION 17
Section 17 provides that this title shall cease to have effect at
the end of 1 year unless extended by proclamation of the President
for 1 year or any part thereof. Orders of the coordinator or the
Commission made under this title shall continue in effect until
vacated by the Commission or set aside by other lawful authority.

Mr, RAYBURN. I am going to close in about a minute,
because I have been living with the securities bill and this
bill for the past 8 weeks.

It is our hope that under this bill economies may be ef-
fected that will respond in relief to the masses of the people
and yet not be burdensome on any group or upon any class.
It is our intention in this legislation to be fair not only to
those who work for the railroads, to those who own the rail-
roads, but also to remember the more than 100,000,000
people of this country who neither work for the railroads
nor own any stock in any railroads. I think sometimes in
our enthusiasm for some group or from our knowledge of
what some group wants that is represented by able lawyers
and able laymen, we sometimes forget that vast body of
people lying out there who are not vocal and cannot be
heard except through their Representatives on the floor of
the House of Representatives.

In the writing of railroad legislation it has always been
my hope to punish nobedy, to give nobody an unreasonable
reward, but to write such laws as will be effective, having
an eye single to the one great big thing, and that is the
public interest., [Applause.] I thank you.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself
30 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas has just made a
most excellent explanation of this bill, which is probably as
complicated and as complex a bill as ever came before the
Congress of the United States. The gentleman from Texas
and myself have been on this committee for 20 years, and
if there is anything more complex than the rate-making
structure of the railroad systems I do not know what it is,
and this measure goes to the very heart of the rate-making
structure of the country.

I want to take a little different tack in explaining this
bill, and before I proceed further I want to say that if this
bill is not amended out of all reason I expect to support it,
and support it heartily. I want to take up now the question
of who owns and controls the railroads.

We are very apt here to have House Members speak of
the railroads as an entity, and we confound management
and ownership. I want to repeat that—we confound man-
agement and ownership.

I want to point out to you that the management—the
people whom you call the railroads—have very little financial
interest in the railroad itself. The men who are running the
railroads, the presidents, the vice presidents, and the man-
agers and directors, in percentage have very little financial
interest in the railroads. They are as much hired men for
the stockholders as the engine driver or the conductor or the
brakeman.

They are running these roads for the stockholders,

Now, I will take these roads at random. Take, for in-
stance, the New York Central; there are 54,000 stockholders
in the New York Central Railroad. There is only one of
the largest stockholders on the board of directors. The 30
largest stockholders in the New York Central Railroad con-
trol but about 12 percent of the voting stock of the road.
Neither the directors, the president of the road, nor the vice
president figure as heavy stockholders.

The figures I am quoting from are taken from the report
that the chairman of the committee referred to as the “ Dr.
Splawn report ¥, made when I was chairman of the com-
mittee,
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Now, take a western road. Take the Tlinocis Central
There are over 20,000 stockholders in that road. There are
but 2 directors in the Illinois Central among the 30 largest
stockholders.

It is interesting to note that in the 30 largest stockholders
they hold less than 8 percent of the stock. Your insurance
companies hold 2 percent of that same stock.

As I say, the 30 largest individual stockholders only eon-
trol 8 percent of the stock, and there are only 2 directors
in the Illinois Central on the board among the 30 largest
stockholders.

Mr. PARSONS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mr. PARSONS. Does the gentleman mean the stockhold-
ers themselves or the stockholders and the bondholders?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I am not referring to the
bondholders; they have no vote.

Mr. PARSONS. And the gentleman says that the insur-
ance companies hold 2 percent of the stock of the Illinois
Cenftral?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes; this condition runs right
through all the roads as far as the ownership or manage-
ment is concerned. I am not taking up the rest, but I assure
you they all run about the same.

The managers of the roads do not own the railroads. It
aggravates me to death to have gentlemen stand on the floor
and discuss the railroad as an entity. The railroads are
not an entity, they are roads owned by the people. There
are about 500,000 stockholders of railroads in the United
States. They constitute the railroads, the management does
not.

General Atterbury does not own the Pennsylvania Rail-
road, he is simply a hired man of the stockholders of the
Pennsylvania Railroad.

Mr, DUNN, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARSONS. I will.

Mr. DUNN. What is the value of all the railroads in the
United States?

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is a very hard matter
to arrive at. In the last computation I saw, that of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, the value was between
twenty-two and twenty-three billion dollars.

When we passed the law in 1914 to value the railroads,
everybody thought that the railroads were very much over-
capitalized; but it was not long before they saw that most
of the roads were undercapitalized in the aggregate.

I agree with the gentleman from Texas, the chairman of
the committee, who preceded me, that during the depression
things have gone down and the railroads must reorganize,
must cut down fixed charges for the sake of furnishing
transportation at a reasonable rate to the public.

The gentleman spoke about the bonds. Allow me to say
that there are $12,000,000,000 of bonds of the railroads out-
standing of all kinds. Of these twelve billion, $6,600,000,000
are owned by public institutions and quasi-public institu-
tions. When I say quasi-public institutions, I mean insur-
ance companies, both life and fire. They are owned by
savings banks and educational institutions and institutions
of that kind. They are not held by these institutions for
profit but for investment. Very few bonds of railroads are
owned by these institutions that are held not for profit but
for revenue which is used for the benefit of the publie.
Insurance companies hold their bonds primarily for the
benefit of the policyholders. Of course, in educational insti-
tutions it is the same way.

I want now to say a word about the recapture clause,
which is going to be, I presume, the most controversial sec-
tion of the bill. There seems to be a prevailing impression
among the Membership of the House that this money that
was recaptured belongs to the Government. It does not
and never did belong to the Government. It belongs to the
railroads. It is put into a revolving fund, never to be spent
by the Government for governmental purposes, but to be
loaned to other railroads that need financial help. You
often hear gentlemen say that we are taking money out of
the Treasury, the taxpayers’ money, and giving it back to
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the railroads. That is untrue as anything could possibly
be, because the act of 1920 created a revolving fund, to be
half of the money over 6 percent earned by the railroads.

All of the large roads practically have not paid the recap-
ture, We have spent $90,000,000 valuing the railroads. I
want to pay my compliments fo the Interstate Commerce
Commission. They have proceeded with all the diligence
possible to value the railroads, but when you stop fo think
of the thousands and thousands of miles of railroads and
the different accessories that go with railroads, you will see
that it is a task that is tremendous. They have not yet
been able to complete it.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the hearings disclose what
roads have paid money into that revolving fund?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes; I thought I had that
here, but I have not. I will refer to that under the 5-minute
rule. Outside of one big steel road, all the money was
practically paid by the small roads.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Do the hearings also disclose
what roads are indebted to the Government for money bor-
rowed from the Finance Corporation?

Mr. PARKER of New York., No; we are not discussing
that at all.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Is it the purpose of the com-
mittee to recommend the payment out of this revolving fund
of amounts due from the roads that have borrowed from the
Government through the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion?

Mr. PARKER of New York. No. I want to repeat what
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. RayBurn] said. You cannot
make fish of one and fowl of another. If we are going to
relieve the roads that have not paid, we should pay back to
the roads that have paid. That is a fair proposition. You
may be against the whole proposition, but you cannot be
for one class and not be for the other, because it is not
fair. This money never went into the Treasury for the use
of the Federal Government. It went into the Treasury as
a revolving fund. The railroads were valued, as I say, fairly
completely. The O’Fallon case was brought as a test case be-
fore the Supreme Court of the United States. We expended
$90,000,000 to value the railroads. In the O’Fallon case
the Supreme Court said that the formula that the Interstate
Commerce Commission had used was wrong; that their
valuation was wrong. Therefore you have to start valuation
all over again if you are going into this recapture business,
and value the railroads all over again on the formula laid
down and enunciated by the Supreme Court of the United
States, which will cost millions and millions of dollars to do.
The valuation that we have now is all right for rate making.
So long as they used the valuation for rate making, you never
heard any particular complaint. It was a success, because
it was a tentative value. I mean before we passed the act
of 1920, when all the railroads had to depend on for redress
was the confiscation clause of the Constitution—6 percent
or a fair return on the money invested. Up to that time
there had never been any particular complaint about the
value put on the railroads by the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PAREER of New York. Yes.

Mr. MAY. Under the Transportation Act of 1920, which
created the recapture clause, the purpose, as I understood the
legislation, was to enable the weaker railroads, by reason of
their lack of earning capacity, to be financed with the funds
earned by those who had greater earnings, and in that way
provide for uniform rates.

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is the theory.

Mr. MAY. In other words, carriers who were able to
make a larger return in excess of 6 percent could go on a
lower rate and thus in effect raise the rate of the small
roads, because it would naturally drive the business away
from the smaller roads to the larger.
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Mr. PARKER of New York. That is correct. That was
the theory of it.

Mr. MAY. In view of that, I should like to ask the gentle-
man whether he has read the opinion of the Supreme Court
in the case of Dayton-Goose Creek Railroad Co. v. United
States (263 U. 8. 456), where they laid down the following
doctrine:

By the recapture clauses Congress is enabled to maintain uni-
form rates of shippers and yet keep the net return of railroads,
whether strong or weak, to the varying percentages which are
fair, respectively, for them. The recapture clauses are thus the
key provision of the whole plan.

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is true.

Mr. MAY. In view of that statement by the highest court
of the land, I should like the gentleman to explain just how
the bill is going to relieve the railroads.

Mr. PARKER of New York. The theory under which
15a was written in the law of 1920 was the theory of value.
This bill is not written on the theory of value. The theory
on which the Transportation Act was written, as explained
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Raysurn], was to insure
all railroads 6-percent interest. This is on the theory of a
reasonable return; not a fixed, hard-and-fast return. The
theory of this bill is to allow railroads to earn more than
they should in good years to be able fo tide them over in
bad years, so that we will not need a Reconstruction FPinance
Corporation to stop them from going into bankruptey.

Mr. MAY. Of course, we all realize the importance of the
railroads to the country as a transportation agency; and the
fact that their securities are held by all the institutions
which the gentleman has mentioned makes it important to
take care of them, but I should like to ask the gentleman if
he has given attention to the legal question as to whether
or not the ten or twelve million dollars paid into the Treas-
ury constitutes a Treasury fund and cannot be legislated out
to the railroads by Congress? :

Mr. PARKER of New York. Oh, I would not say it could
not be legislated out.

Mr. MAY. But it is a fund in the Treasury to be appro-
priated to private industry.

Mr, PARKER of New York., If is & fund in the Treasury
segregated to a particular use. I do not have any doubt
Congress could do anything it wanted with that fund.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Approximately how much has the
Government spent in valuing the railroads?

Mr. PARKER of New York. About $90,000,000; and it has
been perfectly useless.

Mr. PARSONS. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mr. PARSONS. The gentleman made a statement a few
minutes ago that after the valuations were made up it was
learned that the railroads were not so very much over-
capitalized.

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is true.

Mr. PARSONS. The valuation that was made in 1916
and 1918 placed a valuation of approximately $15,500,000,000,
but the railroads claimed a capital structure at that time of
approximately $20,000,000,000.

Mr, PARKER of New York. The last figures I saw from
the Interstate Commerce Commission reckoned the capitali-
zation at about $21,000,000,000.

Mr. PARSONS. The railroads have a capital structure at
this time of between twenty-four and twenty-five billion.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes.

Mr. PARSONS. Commissioner Eastman, if I am not mis=-
taken, made a statement substantially that they were about
three and a half or four billion dollars overcapitalized.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes; that is true.

Mr. PARSONS. In view of the two valuations, 1918 and
1930, the bonds and capital structure have increased $4,000,-
000,000 with no effort ever having been made to retire a
single bond that was issued against the railroads.

Mr. PARKER of New York. In answer to the gentleman’s
question, I may state if the gentleman had studied and lived
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with the Interstate Commerce Act as long as we have, he
would realize some of the difficulties confronting us. Far
instance, the bookkeeping of the railroads is absolutely set
down by the Interstate Commerce Commission.

Mr, PARSONS. I understand that.

Mr. PARKER of New York. They must charge to capital
account every single improvement and every betterment.

Mr. PARSONS. Certain portions of them.

Mr. PARKER of New York. No; all of them. They can-
not charge it to operating expense. That is according fo
law, They cannot charge betterments and improvements to
operating expense, for the reason that if they did that they
could raise their rates. That is the reason for it. The
capital of the railroads has increased since the war almost
$6,000,000,000, and that money has been spent, every dollar
of it, with the approval of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission.

Mr. PARSONS. Will the gentleman yield right there for
a brief question?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes.

Mr. PARSONS. During the period from 1911 to 1930 the
railroads paid dividends to the extent of $7,500,000,000 ap-
proximately, and interest on their bonds to the extent of
$9,500,000,000 approximately.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes. .

Mr. PARSONS. That is about the total value of the rail-
roads in 1918. They have made no effort whatsoever during
the fat years to retire a single bond, in order to be able to
reduce the rate structure. Does the gentleman believe that
refunding operations should be forced on the railroads by
the Interstate Commerce Commission to retire bonded
structure?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I do not think constitution-
ally it can be done.

Mr, PARSONS. Well, the gentleman knows we have given
the Interstate Commerce Commission wide powers to handle
the railroads as a father handles his child, almost.

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is true.

Mr. PARSONS. If we can give them all those powers,
certainly the Interstate Commerce Commission could make
the railroads set up a refunding operation to retire their
bonded structure,

Mr. PARKER of New York. In answer to the gentleman,
I may say it is very easy to do what the gentleman wants
to do. If a railroad wants to go through the process of re-
organization under the bankruptey law and reduce its capi-
tal stock, they have a perfect right to do it, but I doubt very
much if the Federal Government has a right to throw a
private corporation into bankruptcy, under the Constitution
of the United States.

Mr. GOSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mr. GOSS. If we have a Federal coordinator and it is
set up as contemplated under the terms of this bill, can the
distinguished gentleman tell us, or has he heard how much
saving may be made to the railroads as cutlined by the
coordinator?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I have heard various esti-
mates, and they varied to such a degree that I would not
try to make an estimate of my own.

Mr. GOSS. Then, as I understand it, there is really no
sound estimate anywhere of savings made by the railroads?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Does the gentleman want my
own personal opinion?

Mr, GOSS. I should like the gentleman’s opinion or the
opinion of any other he would like fo quote.

Mr. PARKER of New York. My own personal opinion is
this: The most valuable thing in title I is the section that
instructs the coordinator to make a very careful study of
everything that can be done and report back to Congress
for future legislation. In my judgment, that is the most
important thing there is in title I.

Mr, GOSS. But the gentleman does not contemplate any
real savings, then?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I hope there will be.

Mr. GOSS. Now, I notice in connection with terminal fa-
cilities that about 30 percent of the freight revenue of the

four largest railroads is in the hauling of coal which does
not pass through terminal facilities to any great extent.
Therefore 30 percent of the revenues of the railroads are
eliminated from any savings, in any event, practically. I
wish somebody, somewhere in this debate, would be able to
tell us how much saving there will be by this coordinator.
It is a terrible price to pay to put a coordinator in if there
is going to be no saving made under the terms of the bill.

Mr. PARKER of New York. I will simply say that if my
information is correct, the railroads are going to pay for the
coordinator and for all of his help. They are going to be
charged $2 a mile.

Mr. GOSS. Is it not $1 a mile?

Mr. PARKER of New York. No; the bill provides $2 a
mile, 3
Mr. GOSS. That will bring in approximately $500,000.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes; and if my understand-
ing is correct, the railroads do not object to this proposition.

Mr. GOSS. I do noft mean cost in dollars and cents so
much as I do the tremendous power given him and what he
may do. If we have not got any real savings in sight, why
put him in?

Mr. PARKER of New York. We hope to get real savings.

Mr. GOSS. That is what I am getting at. How much is
it estimated to be?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I have no more idea than has
the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GOSS. And no one else has.

Mr. PARKER of New York. And no one else has.

Mr. MAY. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mr. MAY. I take it the bill is for the benefit of the rail-
roads and I am interested in knowing——

Mr. PARKER of New York. Oh, no, no; that is not a cor-
rect statement.

Mr, MAY. That it is not for the interest of the railroads?

Mr, PAREER of New York. The gentleman speaks as
though that were the only interest.

Mr. MAY. Not the only one, of course.

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is one interest; yes.

Mr. MAY. Is not the purpose of the legislation to benefit
the railroads?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes; and to benefit the ship-
pers and the employees.

Mr. MAY. Certainly.

Mr. PAREER of New York. All right. I ask the gentle-
man to include that in any gquestion he wishes to ask me.
Be fair about it.

Mr, MAY. I will ask this question, then: Does the gentle-
man find from the hearings in the consideration of this bill
that there is going to be a lot of mergers and elimination
of transportation facilities over the country; and, if so, to
what extent does he find this is apt to occur?

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is a question we can
eliminate now under order of the Interstate Commerce Com=~
mission,

Mr. MAY. It cannot be done except with permission of
the Interstate Commerce Commission.

Mr. PARKER of New York. They cannot eliminate fur-
ther facilities under this bill than they can at the present
time.

Mr. MAY. If they cannot, then why not let the Inter-
state Commerce Commission handle it without the bill?

Mr. PARKER of New York. In the final analysis, it will
go to the Interstate Commerce Commission, anyway; because
if out in the gentleman’s district the coordinator should issue
an order that one of his little “ jerkwater ” lines, such as I
have in my district, was to be abandoned, his people would
rise up in arms and they would appeal to the Interstate
Commerce Commission, which they have the right to do, and
the order would be set aside. So, in the final analysis, it all
comes down to the Inferstate Commerce Commission, the
same as it is now. However, I do believe much saving will
be brought about through agreements made between the
railroads through the good offices of the coordinator acting
as a mediator.
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Mr. MAY. Then the real object or purpose of the bill is
to see what can be done in the way of economies?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I think that is the greatest
cbject, yes; but I think many other things will be done. For
instance, to give the gentleman an illustration, I most cer-
tainly hope they will do something that will reduce the num-
ber of trains between New York and Chicago, and something
which will bring about the unification of terminals. I hope
something can be done to reduce the number of trains be-
tween Washington and New York, and that both the Balti-
more & Ohio and Pennsylvania may be able to use the
same terminal. But to do this they have got to take care of
the labor. We have taken care of the labor end of it, but
still it costs a tremendous amount of money to run these
fast trains. I have gone to New York frequently when there
have not been more than half a dozen people on the frain.
It is uneconomical to run a train under such conditions.

Our theory has been uniform rates established by the
Commission. If you are going from here to Chicago, it
does not make one dime of difference what road you go over,
your fare is exactly the same. If you go from here to New
York, whether you go by Baltimore & Ohio or Pennsylvania,
your fare is exactly the same.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PARKER of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 15 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Lroyn). The gentleman from New
York is recognized for an additional 15 minutes.

Mr, PARKER of New York. If you are going from here
to St. Louis, it makes absolutely no difference which way
you go, you pay the same fare. Our theory has been to
foster competition, and this competition has been ruinously
expensive. We are trying our best in this bill fo cut out
some of this ruinous, expensive competition, thus to bring
about economies which will be reflected in both passenger
and freight rates. I think I have answered the gentleman'’s
question.

Mr. WOOD of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mr, WOOD of Missouri. The gentleman said there would
be elimination of terminals. Unification of terminals is
provided.

Mr. PARKER of New York. I meani combination, not
elimination.

Mr. WOOD of Missouri. In what respect does this benefit
the employees of the railroads over the present operation of
the systems?

Mr. PARKER of New York. The law carries with it a
provision that the railroad employees shall not be reduced
below a certain percentage. As the gentleman from Texas
very well explained, the natural reduction is 5 percent.
That is 50,000. Now, they cannot be reduced more than
50,000, the ordinary reduction from natural causes.

Mr. WOOD of Missouri. Does the gentleman think it is a
benefit to the employees to provide for a reduction in their
number by 50,0002

Mr. PARKER of New York. It is the employees’ own
proposition.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mr. MEAD. I may say to my colleague from New York
that the members of his committee have been very sympa-
thetic so far as the employees are concerned, and I hope that
every amendment that was adopied in the Senate, together
with those same amendments that were adopted in the com-
mittee, are placed in the bill. However, we must not lose
sight of the fact that labor is called upon to make a tre-
mendous sacrifice in accepting this bill when we consider
the fact that in 1920 there were over 2,000,000 railroad em-
ployees and today there are less than 1,000,000, and that by
this bill we arbitrarily prevent the future employment of
those men who are now furloughed or dismissed because the
slack can be taken up by perfecting economies which will be
authorized and approved by the coordinator and the Com-
mission.
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Mr. PAREER of New York. That is possible.

Mr. MEAD. So while your committee has been very pa-
tient and very sympathetic, we must not lose sight of the
fact that in the industrial control bill we are creating em-
ployment, while in this bill we are preventing employment.

Mr. PAREER of New York. I will not agree with the
gentleman that we are preventing employment.

Mr. MEAD. At least in part, the gentleman will agree.

Mr. PAREER of New York. No; I will not even go that
far. We are freezing it or we are holding it just where it is.
It would go down 5 percent anyway and we are not exceed-
ing the natural reduction.

Mr., SNYDER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I vield.

Mr. SNYDER. The gentleman said that the employment
would remain as of May 1933.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes.

Mr. SNYDER. Let us assume that within a year business
picks up so they would have to fake on one third more em-
ployees; would they take these men that are now furloughed,
or could they hire anyone?

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is a question I could
not answer, because I do not happen to belong to the broth-
erhoods and do not know what their rules are. I assume
they are all on a list and will be taken on in the order of
their seniority.

Mr. SNYDER. Does this bill affect that?

Mr. PARKER of New York. This bill does not affect that,
because that has nothing to do with us at all. That is an
agreement between the railroads and their employees. The
men who are furloughed are the men farthest down the
list, and I assume the brotherhoods will see to it that
the men who are put back are the men at the top of the
list, until they get them all back. This bill does not affect
that at all, because that is a private agreement.

Mr. WOOD of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mr. WOOD of Missouri. I may say that insofar as the
railroad brotherhoods are concerned, the rule of seniority
prevails, but insofar as these so-called “ independent unions ”
are concerned, seniority does not prevail, and it is a question
whether they will get back to work or not.

Mr. PARKER of New York. I have, perhaps, a little more
faith than the gentleman has in fair play. My experience
in life has been that the majority of the people play the
game of life fairly, and I believe that if a man has been a
good employee he will be taken back. If you have somse
employee who was unsatisfactory, I do not believe such peo-
ple will be taken back if they can help it. Let us be fair
about it.

Mr. PIERCE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes.

Mr. PIERCE. Have a large number of the railroads paid
dividends on their stock?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Very few of them.

Mr. PIERCE. Or interest on their bonds?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Oh, they have to do that.

Mr. PIERCE. They have all paid the interest on their
bonds?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Oh, no; but those who have
not have gone into the hands of receivers. They go into
the receivership when they do not pay the interest on their
bonds.

Mr. PIERCE. What percentage of them?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Quite a few of the big lines.

Mr. PIERCE. What proportion of the big lines have paid
dividends on their stock?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Very, very few of them.

Mr. PIERCE. But they have paid the interest on their
bonds?

Mr. PARKER of New York. They have paid their in-
terest, yes.

Mr. PIERCE. And the bonds represent practically the
investment?

Mr. PARKER of New York. No; they do not, in most
cases. For instance, in my own State of New York, under
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the law we have a preferred list of bonds that trusts can
buy—one of the primary clauses in that law is that the
moment the bond defaults it goes off of that preferred list—
a list of bonds that savings banks can buy and trust com-
panies can buy and insurance companies can buy. The
minute they default they go off that list and they have got
to be thrown on the market and sold.

Mr., PIERCE. Is it not true that the railroads received
their deathblow when the truck came, except for long hauls?

Mr. PARKER of New York. No; I do not think it was a
deathblow. I think they received a very hard jolt in the
jaw, but I do not think it is a deathblow. I think they will
survive. I think they are wounded and wounded badly,
but I think they will survive.

Mr. BIERMANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mr. BIERMANN. Has this bill, as the House committee
has written it, been approved by the railroad brotherhoods?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Absolutely, so far as I
know. I was not in the conference because I belong on the
other side of the House, but I was in a conference after-
ward, and my understanding is that they did approve it
verbatim.

Mr. BIERMANN. Then a vote for the House bill is a
vote in accordance with the expression of the railroad
brotherhoods?

Mr, PARKER of New York. That is my understanding.
I do not say it is, but I say that is what I believe, and I
have reason to believe that that is true. However, when
you get a thing second-hand you cannot make a definite
statement that it is so. The gentleman told me, I believe told
me the truth, and they told me it was acceptable to labor.

Mr. GOSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes.

Mr. GOSS. Under the coordinator section, subsection (2)
of section 4, I find this language:

To promote financial reorganization of the carriers, with due
regard to legal rights, o as to reduce fixed charges to the extent
required by the public interest and improve carrier credit.

Is this language sufficiently broad so that the coordinator
may sell any of the terminal rights of a railroad to improve
carrier credit and have that claim put on the Government?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Not a bit of it; no.

Mr. GOSS. What is meant by that language?

Mr. PARKER of New York. What is meant by that is
that if you can get 2 or 3 roads together and they can
agree, all right; you can then go through with it, and the
coordinator will put his order through.

Mr. GOSS. But this is under the coordinator section.

Mr. PAREER of New York. I grant you that; but to
illustrate, he will do just what I stated a moment ago. He
will get the Pennsylvania and the Baltimore & Ohio together
and try to make them use the Pennsylvania terminal; but,
of course, the Baltimore & Ohio will have to pay for it.

Mr. GOSS. That would not be decreasing the fixed
charges one bit.

Mr. PARKER of New York. I do not know whether it
would or not. It would stop the Baltimore & Ohio from
running those ferries and running all those busses which
they now run in New York City.

Mr. GOSS. The gentleman has admitted that you ean
not cut down on the employees. Suppose you had four tugs
on the Hudson River and you wanted to cut down, how can
you decrease the fixed charges? It cannot be done.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes; it can be done; you can
cuf out the running of the ferries between New York and
Jersey City.

Mr. GOSS. Butf you would only save the fuel; you would
have to pay the men, and you would have to pay the interest
on the cost of the tugs.

Mr. PARKER of New York. But you could sell the tugs.

Mr. GOSS. Well, if you can sell the tugs, why cannot you
sell the terminals?

Mr. PARKER of New York. If they agree to it; yes.
They could do that now.
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Mr. GOSS. Can the coordinator put any claim on the
Federal Government?

Mr, PARKER of New York. Absolutely no; the Federal
Government is not liable for a single thing the coordinator
does. The regional board, consisting of seven directors for
the eastern, western, and southern divisions, can get to-
gether, and if they agree, all well and good; and if the coor-
dinator can be of any help, well and good. If there is any-
thing advantageous to do, he orders them to do it, and they
have to do it, although they have the power to appeal, both
to the Interstate Commerce Commission and to the courts.

Now, why is the coordinator authorized; why do we put
the coordinator in the picture? Because the regional boards
cannot do anything contrary to the antitrust law. The co-
ordinator can. If he should see that it was advantageous
to abandon a certain line that parallels another, he could
order it done, subject, of course, to the final decision of the
Interstate Commerce Commission. But the railroads them-
selves could not do it. That is the plain statement of facts.

Now, I certainly hope when we come to consider the bill
under the 5-minute rule that you will accept the hill pretty
much as if is.

As I said at the outset, this is one of the most compli-
cated bills that you can imagine. A change in one line here
on this page means the change perhaps in the phraseology
three spctions farther on. A person who has not studied
the question thoroughly is embarking on a dangerous pro-
cedure when he attempts to amend a bill of this kind.

Now, do not misunderstand me. The House is just as
intelligent as the committee, but they have not had the time,
they have not had the opportunity to study the bill as we
have.

Mrs. McCARTHY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield.

Mrs. McCARTHY. The gentleman made the statement
that if the railroads did not pay the dividends they would
go into the hands of a receiver.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Oh, no. I said if they did
not pay the interest on the bonds. :

Mrs. McCARTHY. Is it not true that the railroads have
borrowed from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
money to pay interest on the bonds?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Yes.

Mrs. McCARTHY. Is it not true that thereby their debts
will be increased?

Mr. PARKER of New York. We hope they will be less-
ened. Let me say that these bonds are largely held by the
public institutions; and if their bonds should be thrown
upon the market, you know what it means, if they were
thrown on the market in large quantities. That is the
reason the Reconstruction Finance Corporation came to the
rescue of the railroads to a large extent—to keep them in
a solvent condition so that their bonds could be used as
trust funds.

Mrs. McCARTHY. Is it not true that when they begin
to borrow money to pay interest on their bonds that eventu-
ally they go into the hands of a receiver?

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is a question of course.
There is a difference of opinion, but history has a queer
way of repeating itself. In 1920 the railroads were in
almost as bad condition as they are today. We loaned the
railroads in 1920, through the War Finance Corporation, a
billion and a half dollars. Every dollar of that has been
paid back except $38,000,000, and that $38,000,000 was owed
by small railroads that have gone into the hands of
receivers and finally out of business. The Government
made on that transaction over $200,000,000 profit. That
seems incredible, but nevertheless it is true. We charged the
railroads 6 percent on the borrowed money, borrowed the
money from the people at 4 percent. The difference between
the 6-percent and the 4-percent interest made a profit to
the Government of something over $200,000,000, charging
off, of course, the $38,000,000 that we did not get returned.

Mrs. McCARTHY. I want to know if all groups of em-
ployees are taken care of under this bill?

Mr. PARKER of New York. Absolutely.
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Mrs. McCARTHY. There was an amendment added fo
the bill in the Senate that provided only for employees that
entered into certain agreements in Chicago.

Mr. PAREKER of New York. The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. RaYyeurn] explained that. We have broadened that to
allow the representation of all labor groups.

Mrs. McCARTHY. Then the shopworkers are taken
care of?

Mr. PARKER of New York. ¥Yes.

Mr. BROWN of Eentucky. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, PARKER of New York. Yes.

. Mr. BROWN of Kentucky. Can the gentleman tell us how
much of the money loaned by the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation last year and this year has been paid back?

Mr. PARKER of New York. I could not say.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I have received a great
many letters and communications from railway organiza-
tions in Detroit protesting against the labor provision in the
Senate bill and asking me to support an amendment pro-
posed by labor. Can the gentleman tell the House whether
or not there has been an agreement reached whereby that
objectionable clause would be eliminated?

Mr. PARKER of New York. There has been an agree-
ment reached, as I understand it, which is entirely satisfac-
tory to all classes of railway labor.

Mr. DONDERO. And that is included in this bill?

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is included in an
amendment that we will have in the bill and which we will
read tomorrow.

Mr, LAMNECK. Mr. Chairman, I am interested in the
elimination of so-called “ duplicate service”, and I am told
that one plan proposed is to tear up the Baltimore & Ohio
tracks from here up to New York and run all the service over
the Pennsylvania Railroad.

Mr. PARKER of New York. I never heard of that.

Mr. LAMNECK. The bill provides that the coordinator
shall pick out places where they have duplicate service and
eliminate tracks, and so forth. I understand that is one of
the proposals.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Oh, no. I do not think that
is the proposal at all. I do not think a road like the Balti-
more & Ohio would ever be torn up.

Mr. LAMNECE. If is a duplicate service.

Mr. PARKER of New York. What I meant by duplicate
service was this: Take 2 frains leaving the Union Station
here at 3 o’clock, 1 on the Pennsylvania and 1 on the Balti-
more & Ohio, 20 feet aparf. That is what I meant by dupli-
cate service.

Mr. DOBBINS. The gentleman stated that the changes
made by the committee here suited all classes of labor.

Mr. PARKER of New York. That is my understanding.

Mr. DOBBINS. Does that suit the so-called * company
unions ”'?

Mr, PARKER of New York. That is my understanding,
that was our intenticn. I thank the members of the com-
mitiee. [Applause.]

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. MILLIGAN].

Mr. MILLIGAN. I propose in my time to go in detail into
some of the provisions of the bill, because of the fact that
gmembers have only had the bill before them for a very short

e.

This bill has three purposes: First, to create a Federal
coordinator of transportation to be appointed by the Presi-
dent of the United States, with the advice and consent of
the Senate, unless a member of the Interstate Commerce
Commission is appointed to act in this capacity; in such case
it does not require confirmation of the coordinator due to
the fact he has already been confirmed by the Senate as a
member of the Commission.

The coordinator is directed to divide the carriers into three
groups; namely, the eastern group, the southern group, and
the western group. The coordinator is also authorized to
designate three regional coordinating committees composed
of 5 regular members and 2 special members; 1 of the spe-
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cial members representing railroads which in 1932 had oper-
ating revenues of less than $1,000,000, the other special mem=-
ber representing the electric railroads within the group not
owned by the steam railroads or operated as a part of the
general steam-railroad system. These special members are
to be calted in when the interests of their different groups
are under consideration. The duties of the coordinator are
to encourage, promote, and require action on the part of the
carriers in order to prevent duplication of services and fa-
cilities of any nature and to permit the joint use of termi=-
nals and trackage, to control allowances, accessorial services,
and other practices affecting services or operations to the
end that undue impairment of net earnings may be pre-
vented in order to avoid waste and prevent extravagances;
to promote financial reorganization of the carriers with due
regard to legal rights so as to reduce fixed charges to the
extent required by the public inferest and improve the car-
rier credit; to provide for the study of other means of im-
proved conditions surrounding transportation in all its forms
and prepare a plan with this view.

The duties of the committees set out in this act on their
own initiative, within each group, are to make recommen=
dations to the coordinator to carry out the purposes men-
tioned above. The coordinator is to confer freely with these
committees and give them the benefit of his advice and
assistance.

A labor committee for each regional group of carriers may
be selected for those railroad-labor organizations which are
designated and authorized to act in accordance with the
Railroad Labor Act that entered into agreement on Janu-
ary 31, 1932, and December 21, 1932, with the duly author-
ized representatives of the carriers as to wages. A similar
committee is created for each regional group of carriers by
other railroad-labor organizations as are designated and
authorized fo represent employees in accordance with the
Railroad Labor Act. The coordinator must give reasonable
notice and confer with the appropriate regional committee
or committees on the subject matter prior to taking any
action which affects the interests of the employees in order
to afford the regional labor committee an opportunity to
present their views on the contemplated action or order.

The bill also provides that the number of employees in
the service of the carriers shall not be reduced by any action
taken under title I of this bill below the number shown
by the pay rolls during the month of May 1933, deducting
from the pay rolls the number reduced by reason of death,
retirement, or resignation, but not more than 5 percent of
said number in any one year. No employee can be de-
prived of employment such as he had during the month of
May 1933, or his compensation for such employment by
authority conferred in title I.

The coordinator is directed to establish regional boards
of adjustment to settle controversies between carriers and
employees, and the carrier and the employees shall be
equally represented on such board for settlement of con-
troversies. These boards are to function as the boards of
adjustment provided by the Railroad Labor Act.

The coordinator is further directed to provide means for
determining the amount of damage and require the carriers
to make just compensation for property loss and expense
brought on the employees by reason of transferring such
employees from one locality to another.

Any order that may be issued by the coordinator shall be
made public not less than 20 days before the order becomes
effective. Such order made by the coordinator may be sus-
pended or set aside by the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion. It is also provided that any interested party dissatis-
fied by the order issued by the coordinator may, within the
20 days, file a petition with the Commission asking that such
order be reviewed and suspended pending such review.

If the Commission, after considering the petition and an-
swer, has reason to believe the order to be unjust to the
petitioner or against the public interest, the Commission may
grant a review and, in its discretion, suspend the order if
they find immediate enforcement of such order would result
in irreparable damage to the petitioner or work a detriment
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to the public interest. However, if the Commission sus-
pends an order, it shall expedite the hearing and decision,
giving due notice and a public hearing, review the order,
and take such action as it may seem fo them just and con-
sistent with the public interesi—either confirm the order,
set it aside, or reissue it in a modified form. Any final order
that is made shall be subject to the same rights of relief in
court by any party in interest as is provided in respect to
orders of the Commission made under the Interstate Com-
merce Act,

The orders of the Commission or the coordinator are to
remain in effect until set aside by the coordinator, the Com-
mission, or the Congress.

The carriers affected by any order of the cocrdinator or
the Commission are relieved from the operation of the anti-
trust laws and other restrictions or prohibitions by law of the
State or Federal Governments as may be necessary to carry
out such order, the exceptions being laws of public health
and safety and the Railroad Labor Act.

Where the coordinator issues an order relieving the car-
rier from the operation of any State law or of the order of
any State commission, he shall advise the Governor or the
commission of that State that such order is contemplated, in
order to afford the State authorities opportunity to present
their views relative to the contemplated order.

Title I does not relieve any carrier from any contractual
obligation which it may have assumed prior to this law with
regard to the location and maintenance of offices or shops at
any particular place.

Any officer or carrier willfully failing or refusing to carry
out any order issued by the coordinator or the Commission
under this act is deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon
conviction is subject to fine of not less than $1,000 or more
than $20,000 for each offense each day during which time
said carrier or person willfully fails or refuses to comply with
such order.

No authority is given in this act to require any employee
or officer or group thereof to render labor or services with-
out his or their consent, and no order requiring such service
or making illegal the failure or refusal of employees to ren-
der such services shall be legal.

It is provided that within 30 days after the enactment of
this bill and for the first year of operation $2 for each mile
of railroad operated on December 31, 1932, shall be paid by
the carrier to pay the expense of carrying out the provisions
of this act.

It is provided that title I of this act shall cease to be
effective at the end of 1 year, unless extended by a proclama-
tion of the President for 1 year or any part thereof. How-
ever, it is provided that an order of the coordinator or the
Commission shall continue in effect until set aside by lawful
authority, but no order shall be operative fo relieve any
carrier from the effect of any State law or order of a State
commission made after this title ceases to have effect.

Title IT of this bill provides in part for the regulation of
railroad holding companies under the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

Under the Interstate Commerce Act the Interstate Com-
merce Commission was directed to prepare and adopt a plan
for the consolidation of railway properties of the United
States into a limited number of systems.

During the process of developing this plan the Commis-
sion found that certain interests, through holding com-
panies, had been acquiring control of certain railroad lines.
As a result, the Commission in its annual report of 1929
made the following statement:

The subjection of the unification of carriers by ratlroad to the
orderly processes of a carefully planned scheme of public regula-
tion, which section 5 was designed to accomplish, is very likely
to be partially or even wholly defeated, subject to the possibility
that the Clayton Antitrust Act may in some measure, after pro-
tracted litigation, enable control over the situation to be main-
tained,

The Commission also made the following recommendation
to Congress:

That in view of the fact that the acquisition of control or of an
emount of stock sufficlent to influence the policies of competing
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railroads, efther by individuals or other noncarrier corporations,
may result in the suppression of competition, consideration should
now be given by the Congress to possible legislation.

As a result of this statement and recommendation by the
Commission, the House of Representatives passed a resolu-
tion in the Seventy-first Congress authorizing and directing
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to con-
duct a thorough investigation of the holding-company situa-
tion as related to railroads. This was done, and a complete
and comprehensive report was made by the committee.

This investigation developed that although application for
the unification of certain railroads had been denied by the
Commission, as against the public interest, yet the unifica-
tion was accomplished through holding companies, and to all
intents and purposes the consolidation was as effective as
though the Commission had given its approval.

This measure deprives these holding companies of the
power to prevent the Commission from carrying out the
mandate of the Congress. As the situation now stands, cer-
tain railroads can defeaf the purpose of the law although
the Commission finds its action to be in the public interest,
This is the condition that this part of the bill seeks to
correct.

It provides that where a holding company acquires a rail-
road it shall be treated as though it were a common carrier,
in that it must obtain approval of the Commission and then
be subject as a railroad to make annual reports as prescribed
by the Commission; be subject, as other carriers, to uniform
system of accounts and other regulations provided in section
20 of the Transportation Act; also subject to paragraphs 2
to 11, inclusive, of section 20a regulating issuance of securi-
ties and assumption of liabilities of carriers.

I can see no valid reason why holding companies engaged
in the transportation business should be allowed to defeat
the will of Congress and not be subject to the same regula-
tion as the carrier.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILIIGAN. Yes.

Mr. PARSONS. Under the set-up of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, is there any real competition between
railroads?

Mr. MILLIGAN. There is competition of service. That is
about the only competition.

The third object of this bill is to strike out section 15a of
the Transportation Act and to substitute what is termed a
rule of rate making, setting cut certain factors which among
others the Commission in prescribing just and reasonable
rates must take into consideration, and to amend para-
graphs f and g of section 19a of the Transportation Act.

Section 15a of the Interstate Commerce Act, as now pro-
vided in the law, contains a recapture provision and the
rule of rate making. Under this section any carrier receiv-
ing for any year a net railroad operating income in excess
of 6 percent of the value of the railroad property used in the
service of transportation, one half of such excess shall be
placed in a reserve fund mainfained by the carrier for the
purpose of paying dividends, interest on its securities, rent
for leased road and the remaining one half is to be paid
to the Commission for the purpose of establishing and main-
taining a general railroad revolving fund. This fund shall
be used in the furtherance of the public interest of railroad
transportation for making loans o carriers to meet expense
for capital account or to refund maturing securities or for
the purchase of transportation facilities, and lease the same
to the carriers.

Under this provision the commission has roughly esti-
mated that its inquiries would result in orders to recapture
the sum of $360,000,000 from the different carriers. Of this
sum only $10,000,000 has been put in final orders and been
paid in, the interest amounting to some $3,000,000. The
total now held under the recapture provision amounts to
$13,000,000. The Commission has not been able to collect
the remainder of this sum. Most that has been paid in has
been paid under protest. .Litigation is now pending in the
courts for the balance with no prospects for collection.
This provision, which was enacted in 1920, was not recom-
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mended by the railroads, the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, or the shippers. As I understand, it was suggested
by one man in the interest of the security holders of the
railroad companies, based on the belief it would enhance
the value of these holdings by setting up as they believed a
guaranty.

In my opinion this provision should have never been
placed in the law. It has been a detriment fo the railroads
and costly to the shippers and the public. A railroad may
have one prosperous year and then have several poor years
in which it does not pay operating expenses. We know
there are fluctuations in railroad traffic. This may be due
to floods, droughts, crop failures, or other causes. Many
local conditions may affect materially the traffic over a rail-
road line. One railroad may be strong financially because
of the undercapitalization, another road may be week finan-
cially because of overcapitalization; but in applying the re-
capture provision, this is not given consideration because it
is based upon the value of the railroad property. You per-
mit a carrier to earn more in 1 year than it is entitled to,
and then to recapture the excess above 6 percent to me
seems illogical. To me it is axiomatic that you cannot limit
the earnings of a railroad property in prosperous times
without guaranteeing earnings in bad times. We know this
provision in the law has led to wasteful extravagance by
railroads in order to avoid recapture. In my opinion the
repeal of section 15a should ultimately result in lower
freight rates. We know it is impossible at this time to
collect this amount, because the railroads of the country are
not paying operating expenses. I have in mind one railroad
that owes a claim under the recapture of $19,000,000. That
road is now in the hands of receivers and is unable to pay
State taxes.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CoorErl.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Mr., Chairman, I would like to
make a general statement without interruption, if I may,
after which I will be very glad to yield for any questions
that may be asked.

Mr. Chairman, it is my desire to say a few words to the
House respecting the condition of one of the Nation’s great-
est and most necessary industries—that of railroad trans-
portation. The future of this country, and the welfare of
its people, demand sound solutions for the difficulties which
the railroads face. The situation calls for the fullest co-
operation between the Federal and State Governments and
their regulative authorities, backed by an informed and
constructive public opinion.

In discussing railroad matters, the subject is often ap-
proached from the viewpoint of some particular group of
citizens out of the many whose interests or problems are
involved—the employees, for instance, or the security own-
ers; the railroad managements; the shippers and receivers
of freight; the mines, factories, and other industries whose
markets depend upon rail transportation and upon the main-
tenance of rates which will move the traffic; the employees
and owners of these mines, mills, and other industries; the
consumers of their output; the enterprises which produce
railroad supplies and equipment and their employees and
owners, and so on. The list is far from complete, but it is
long enough to show that a full catalog of those who will
be helped or injured by whatever helps or injures the rail-
roads would include the entire population of the country
and even involve the security of its industrial and social
order.

It is evident also that these various classifications of in-
terests which are affected by the railroad situation are in
many cases overlapping; that is, the same individual may be,
and often is, concerned in more ways than one. As a sin-
gle example, thousands of holders of railroad stocks and
bonds are also railroad employees or, in only too many cases,
they are former employees living in the hope that better
dagss in rail transportation will bring them back to the pay
rolls. s

Railroad employees today number about 1,000,000. That
is, roughly, half as many as there were only a few years ago,
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yet they are still an army despite the thinning of their ranks.
Including families and other dependents, from five to six mil-
lion citizens of the United States are being directly supported
by railroad pay rolls even in these times of unparalleled
shrinkage in fraffic. In normal periods several million more
persons, workers and their dependents, were supported by the
pay rolls of the industries which produce fuel, other supplies,
and equipment for the railroads.

The present predicament and the future outlook of all
these people—the railroad workers and ex-workers and their
dependents, and the workers and ex-workers in the railroad
supply industries—constituie a national welfare problem to
which only the situation and difficulties of the farm popula-
tion are comparable.

I have the greatest sympathy for the farmer with his
mortgage and tax problems and the collapse in the prices
of everything that he can produce for sale. Yet I doubt
whether the situation of the average disiressed farmer is any
more disheartening than that of thousands of former rail-
road employees who are today without jobs or means of
support of any kind.

The railroad man without a job has nothing but his
savings, if any. He is nearly always a town or city dweller,
and if you cut his wages you cut off his entire resources of
existence.

What has become of the million or so of railroad workers
who, through no fault of their own or of the railroad man-
agements, have lost their places in recent years? Some
have found employment of a sort in other work, but prac-
tically always at reduced living standards and in only too
many cases for pay at or close to the line of bare subsistence.
Many thousands have been and are entirely idle who are
charges upon relations, friends, or the public.

Of the approximately 1,000,000 still at work, it can only
be said that literally thousands live in the daily dread that
their turn will come next. How precarious the situation has
become for great numbers may be judged from the fact that
on some of the largest railroad systems, where seniority
agreements are in effect with the employees, it is necessary
in many important departments to have more than 30 years’
service in order to remain on the pay rolls. Numerous in-
stances have been recorded where, under the strictest inter-
pretation of seniority rights affecting a given group of em-
ployees, men with even 40 or more years of service have been
laid off because they stood at the bottom of the roster of
those who were left.

I mention these matters not because I expect Congress to
legislate railroad men back into their jobs, or because I
think railroad men have any claim to preferred considera-
tion over other workers who have devoted their lives to
other essential industries, but because I think it is essential
that Congress and the public in rightful concern over the
plight of the farmer should not lose sight of the situation
and problems of railroad and railroad-supply workers and
their dependents. Their problem should be as much a mat-
ter of national concern as that of the farmers.

Let us now turn from the employees of the railroads, to
the owners of these great properties, which have been dedi-
cated, and are essential to the public service. Let us con-
sider their stock and bondholders, and who they may be.
In theory, a bondholder of a railroad is a kind of secured
credifor, one who has advanced capital upon the security
of some form of mortgage or pledge. In practice, especially
under existing circumstances, the bondholder is really only a
preferred class of owner, and we may consider his situation,
and that of the stockholder, as one problem.

According to the accepted estimates there are in round
figures, 1,000,000 holders of railroad bonds, and 800,000 hold-
ers of railroad stock. Those who seek to make political
capital out of assailing any and every form of accumulated
property, particularly when in corporate form, make a com-
mon practice of referring to railroad bond and stock holders
as if they were, in large or major part, rich and powerful,
individuals well able to look out for themselves. I am sure
that even men who for their own ends, try to present such a
picture, know that is not an accurate one.
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The individual holder of railroad securities certainly has
rights which should be properly respected and protected.
To do so is one of the functions of government as much as
in the case of any other form of rightfully owned property.
But in the extent of the interests involved, the holdings of
individuals are far overshadowed by the interests of the
public as a whole, in the ownership of these securities by
great institutions, formed to protect and promote, the pub-
lic welfare. For instance, life insurance companies. and
mutual savings banks hold more than $5,000,000,000 in rail-
road securities, or about a quarter of all outstanding stocks
and bonds of all the railroad companies in the United States
put together. These securities form an important part of
the investments which are the security behind more than
50,000,000 insurance policies and 13,000,000 savings bank
deposits.

On the very conservative estimate that at least half of
these 50,000,000 insurance policies carry benefits to persons
other than the policyholders themselves, we have, through
this one source, not less than 75,000,000 of our people whose
protection and welfare are directly dependent upon the
financial soundness of railroad securities. And who can say
how many persons there are whose future welfare is directly
or indirectly dependent upon those savings-bank accounts
which, in their turn, are in considerable part dependent for
their future worth upon railroad investments?

Besides the insurance companies and savings funds, nearly
every bank, trust company, hospital, college, school of tech-
nical training, religious, charitable, and welfare institution
has at least some of its funds, usually a substantial part,
invested in the railroads.

The purpose of the bill now before us is to assist the rail-
roads to help themselves, and is essentially experimental.

The mechanics of operation consists of regional coordinat-
ing committees, with whom a Federal officer called a * co-
ordinator ” will cooperate for a period of not more than 2
years. This coordinator is to divide the roads of the country
into three general regions and maintain contacts with the
roads of each region through committees of five members of
each region. The committees are to be selected by the roads
themselves, the right of selection being based on road mile-
age. Labor organizations are represented on the regional
coordinating committees and are safeguarded in their rights
of collective bargaining, and all the rights they now have
under State and Federal laws are preserved to them.

Another section of the bill extends the jurisdiction of the
Interstate Commerce Commission to the supervision of hold-
ing companies and authorizes the Commission to prohibit
the voting of securities when such use of them would inter-
fere with the expressed will of the Congress.

Another section of the bill provides for the repeal of the
recapture clause of the Interstate Commerce Act, under
which the railroads have incurred to fthe Government an
estimated obligation of some $300,000,000, and of which
amount about $10,000,000 has already been collected by the
Government. The amount already collected would be re-
turned to the roads and further obligations under this pro-
vision canceled. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, there are some things provided in this bill
which I cannot accept as a general, permanent policy. It
is a far-reaching, radical departure in the Federal super-
vision and operation of railroads. However, this is an emer-
gency measure and may terminate at the end of 1 year.
It is a part of President Roosevelt’s emergency program.

Now, I have my doubts that either the general public, the
railroads, or the employees will receive any material benefit
from the provisions of title I of this bill. However, as I
said a moment ago, this is a period of national economic
crisis. I shall support the bill, and I hope that material
benefits will be passed out through the passage of this bill
to the general public, the railroad employees, and railroad
managements.

Mr. Chairman, when I came into the House this afternoon
I did not intend to make any reference to the question
which I am now going to present to the House.
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I have in my hand a publication printed in Washington.
It is known as Labor. I believe it is the official spokes-
man for several of the railroad labor organizations. In the
June 6 issue, in the right-hand column on the front page
of this paper, which goes out to probably 90 percent of the
railroad employees of this country, you will find these words:

House committee backs President; carriers to fight.

Then, in block it says:
RAIL “ LOBBY " BUSY

Having lost In committee, the railroads’ lobby is now preparing
to carry to the floor of the House its fight against the labor pro-
visions of the President's emergency railroad bill.

Word has gone out to have * company unions” in all sections
of the country wire Congressmen that railroad workers do not
want “ protection.” These messages will, of course, be paid for
by the carriers which control the " dummy unions.”

Coorer (Republican, Ohio) is expected to be the railroads’
chief spokesman on the floor of the House. For almost 20 years
he has faithfully served " Big Business.”

Then, down in the column, it reads:

But not until the friends of the railroads on the committee,
under the leadership of Coorer (Republican, Ohio) had made a
determined effort to strike out the labor provisions. They seemed
particularly anxious to save the * company unions.”

I dislike very much to take any exception to that article
printed in the paper. There are members of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, which had charge of
this bill, present on the floor at this time. During the con-
sideration of cur hearings, I challenge any member of the
committee, and I also challenge the editor of this news-
paper, to point to one thing in the hearings to indicate that
Representative Coorer of Ohio ever fought for the company
unions or made any statement that I was not going to sup-
port the labor provisions as presented by the labor organi-
zations.

For some reason the editor of this paper seems to have a
pick against me. He takes great delight in trying to crucify
and eliminate from public life every man who does not
follow him in his radical, socialistic ideas.

I remember when I first came to Congress in 1915—and I
am now serving my nineteenth year in this Congress—I was
a member of the same commitiee with Mr. Keating, the
editor of this paper. It was the Committee on Labor of the
House. The chairman of that committee was Hon. Davip J.
Lewis, who is an honored Member of this body at this time.
An important measure that was being considered by the
committee during that session was known as “ the Keating
child labor law.” Mr, Keating was the author of this bill.
I helped put this bill together in committee. I voted to re-
port it out, and when it was taken up on the floor of the
House, the first speech I ever made in Congress was in behalf
of the Keating child labor law.

Again, in 1916, when there was a threatened strike and
tie-up of the railroad transportation systems of this coun-
try, at a time when the railroads were blocked and moving
more traffic than they had ever moved in the history of our
Nation, President Wilson sent for the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House,
Mr. Adamson, and Mr. Claude Kitchin, Democratic leader,
and proposed to them that they pass an emergency bill
which was known as “the Adamson 8-hour labor law for
railrcad workers”, in order to avert the strike which was
to take place on Saturday night at 12 o’clock.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. CoorEr] has expired.

Mr. MAPES. I yield the gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. After they had a conference with
the President—I was in my office that evening and the tele-
phone rang, and Mr, Claude Kitchin, Democratic floor
leader, said to me, “ Coorer, will you come over here? We
want to see you.”

Mr. Adamson’s office was in the Capitol where the Rules
Committee now is. They laid the proposition before me and
stated, “ The President wants the railroad 8-hour labor law
passed in order to avert that strike. Will you help us? *

I said, “ Of course I will.” This was on Friday.
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The bill was brought up Saturday morning under a spe-
cial rule, and I stood almost single-handed on the Repub-
lican side of the House, as the CoNGrRESSIONAL REecOrD will
so show, and fought for the first 8-hour railroad labor law
that the railroad workers ever had.

Again, when the Transportation Act of 1920 was reported
to this House—and Mr. ParRkER, who was a member of the
committee at that time, will bear me out—there was inserted
in that bill an antistrike provision which would prohibit
railroad employees going on strike. Judge Webster, of
Spokane, Wash., was the author of that provision. He is
now a Federal judge. The older Members of this House
know how I stood on this floor and fought that antistrike
provision, and I think I had something to do with defeating
that antistrike provision in the Transportation Act of 1920.

Again, when the present Railroad Labor Act was before
our committee I helped put it together. I voted to report
it out, and I stood on this fioor and advocated ifs passage.

Mr. PARKER of New York, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. PARKER of New York. I wish to correct the gen-
tleman. The gentleman reported the bill out himself,

Mr, COOPER of Ohio. Well, I was not going to say
that.

Again, when the railroad employees wanted an increase of
salary for the locomotive boiler inspectors of the Interstate
Commerce Commission the representatives of railroad labor
organizations came to me and said: *“ Coorer, you are the
man who can get this bill through, Will you introduce it?
I said: “I will.” I introduced the bill, it was approved by
the committee, reported to the House, it passed this body,
I interested myself in its consideration in the Senate, it
finally became a law. Yet Mr. Keating publishes on the
front page of the labor paper, which goes out to nearly
every railroad worker in the country that Coorer is against
them and that he is the tool of the big interests.

Let me say to him—and he knows it is the truth—if he
will examine the records in the offices of the national repre-
sentatives of railroad labor organizations he will find that
out of 19 measures which they have advocated since I have
been in Congress, that Coorer of Ohio is recorded as being
favorable to labor on 17 of the 19, and on 1 of the other 2
they say I was 50 percent in favor of labor. Again the
record at the American Federation of Labor office, shows
my voting as 95 percent in favor of labor.

I regret very much that I had to bring this up, but I
could not let that statement go unchallenged.

‘Why should I not be for labor? I know what it is to
make my living by the sweat of my brow. At the age of
13 I went info the steel plants of my home city, in which
I have lived all my life. In 1896 I secured a position as
fireman on the Pennsylvania Railroad, was promoted to
engineer in 1900, and stayed in the locomotive cab until I
was elected to Congress in 1914, For more than 33 years
now I have paid, and am doing so at the present time,
my dues into one of the great labor organizations in the
country, the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers. [Ap-
plause.]

My heart, soul, and sympathy have always gone out to
labor. Oh, yes; there may have been times when there de-
veloped little differences in policy just like there was in
the Howell-Barkley railroad labor bill. There was only one
provision of that bill to which I was opposed, and that was
the provision which set up Government boards and tribu-
nals to be located here in the city of Washington, the
members of which were to be paid large salaries ouf of the
Federal Treasury.

I have a right to be with labor. As long as labor is right,
and I think they are right, they are always going to find
that I will be their friend in and out of Congress. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, COOPER of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. Do I understand that all of the
amendments requested by the railroad labor executives have
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been?incorporated in the measure which we are considering
now

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. The amendments which are in
this bill were those suggested and recommended and advo-
cated by the railroad labor executives.

Mr, CHRISTIANSON. Did the railroad labor executives
offer or suggest any amendments that were not incorporated
in this legislation?

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Not that I know of, escept the
amendments they put in the Senate bill were changed by
the House committee with little modification, but not enough
to make any material difference, and before the House com-
mittee accepted those amendments and placed them in the
bill the representatives of all the railroad labor organizations
approved them. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Mr, Chairman, I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. MEegrrITT].

Mr. MERRITT. Mr. Chairman, the bill which we are
now considering, like so many bills, has a good many things
in it that most of us would approve and some things many
of us would not approve.

I shall begin by saying that so far as title I of the bill is
concerned, which is the one which seems to be the most con-
troversial, that owing to an amendment, to which I shall
refer, I doubt very much whether the bill will produce the
benefits some of us hope, or the evils others fear. When you
lock at the title of the bill you will see it begins thus: “ To
relieve the existing national emergency in relation to inter-
state railroad transportation.”

Now, what is this emergency? How is it best shown?
Why, it is shown by the fact we all know, that many rail-
roads today cannot earn enough to pay their operating
expenses and their fixed charges. In other words, they are
spending more than they are earning.

This bill in itself does not give the railroads any more
power to effect economies than they now have. The Rail-
road Transportation Act of 1920 authorized certain consolida-
tions throughout the country and set up the machinery with
which they could be accomplished. I do not believe this
bill adds anything to the 1920 act so far as consolidation
goes.

The bill is the result of the difficulties which have come
from this depression. It has made everybody appreciate
that they must do their utmost to save where they can, to
be more efficient, so that at the end they can have a little
left of the money which they have taken in in the course of
business.

The bill that came to the House committee presumably
from the administration was truly a coordinating bill. It
set forth the methods of putting into effect the title of
the bill. In other words, to relieve the emergency. That
bill, as you probably know, starts machinery for its oper=-
ation by setting up a coordinator, and this coordinator di-
vides the railroads into three sections—eastern, southern,
and western. The object of these sections is the same as
the function of the States as parts of the Union, to have the
different sections of the country through committees con-
sider questions peculiar to the different sections and to sug-
gest where economies could be effected. If they cannot
agree, the coordinator is to be called upon in an endeavor
to compromise their objections, and he has a certain amount
of authority. But I think you should know one other thing
also, that the coordinator has no actual power to compel
anybody to do anything. This is the fact, and even the
things which he recommends and which he orders to be
done are all subject to appeal to the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

I think the committee ought to understand all these facts,
and to understand that the bill, so far as these economies
go, was intended merely to facilitate the agreement among
the different interests.

Everybody who appeared before the House committee
agreed that the present economy would come from combin-
ing services and in some cases reducing services. Therefore
it reduces services and wages.
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This very naturally was what principally interested the
labor unions and their representatives, and they had before
the committee their very able representative, who objected
to this.

Before the House committee had taken any action in the
matter, the Senate had injected their labor provisions, which
practically froze the employment of today as the minimum,
beyond which they were not allowed to go.

I have no animosity whatever toward labor unions or any
other unions, but I think the labor unions in this case might,
perhaps, have taken a broader view than they did of the
questions that involved them. I think it is particularly nec-
essary that this committee should take a broader view and
appreciate that when we legislate, we should have the public
service and the public good in general before us. I think
you gentlemen will all agree that in the conduct of public
business and private business that in the end no one is bene-
fited by trying to prevent any business from being conducted
in the most efficient and economical way that it can be con-
ducted.

So I say, with reference to this labor provision, if the
effect of it, as I believe it is, is practically to nullify the
most important economies which can be effected now, or if
the effect of the labor provision is to freeze the present labor
cost, which is the principal cost, you will not see the rail-
roads recovering and not see them able to reduce their rates
or increase their efficiency in the public good as much as if
this labor clause were omitted.

I believe that not only the general public but labor itself
will be benefited by the efficiency of the railroads. I think
if the railroads are permitted to decrease their rates and
increase their business it will give such an impetus to the
general business of the country that very soon the demands
on the railroads will be so great that not only the men who
may be let go temporarily will be taken back buf many
others will be reemployed, and when they are taken back
they will then be in the employment of self-supporting con-
cerns and their employment will be on a better basis and
will be more secure than if you temporarily try to force
the railroads into a prosperity which will soon subside.

I think, therefore, that the labor provision of section 1 is
a mistake. I do not think it will redound to the benefit of
the public in general or fo the members of the labor unions
themselves. Let me read to you the section that was orig-
inally proposed. This is the section that came to us from
the administration, which was stricken out, and which I
think should be left in the bill:

Sec.7. The coordinator shall provide means whereby such cen-
tral committees as may be selected by and represent railway labor
organizations in each of the groups shall be advised of any con-
templated orders requiring changes in service or operation which

will affect the interests of the employees, and he shall confer
freely with such committees before issuing any such order.

This provision was upon the theory that the committees
and the coordinator are human beings and have human
sympathies and would look out to the best of their ability
for the interests of labor, and it appears to me that this is
all that could be expected.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I should like to interrupt the
gentleman there. I would suggest fo the gentleman that a
lot of us supported the economy bill on that theory.

Mr. MERRITT. That is true.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. And it does not appear to be
working out that way.

Mr. MERRITT, I think it is verging around in that
direction.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON.

Mr. MERRITT. Yes.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. Dces the gentleman from Con-
necticut believe that it would be good economics to write
into this measure provisions which would deprive 150,000
railroad men of their jobs during this period of unemploy-
ment, when we are spending $3,300,000,000 of public money
to give other unemployed jobs and $500,000,000 for re-
forestation, having also for its purpose the giving of jobs?

Mr. MERRITT. I think every industry should stand on
its own bottom and I do not think that the railroads or

Will the gentleman yield?
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any other industry should be compelled to pay out more
money than they have.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. Does it not simply resolve itself '
into whether we shall authorize the railroads of this coun- |
try to levy a higher tax upon the people in the form of

higher rates for freight transportation or whether we shall
levy a higher tax upon the people in the form of Federal
taxes to accomplish the same result, but in an inferior way?

Mr. MERRITT. I should say in answer to the gentle-
man that the difficulty about levying a higher tax in the

way of higher rates is that you get the same result you get

in levying higher income taxes—you do not get as much
as you did before.
Mr, CHRISTIANSON. I think that would be true, espe-

cially of levying higher taxes, perhaps, and, therefore, we
should defeat our own purpose if we passed legislation here !
that would deprive 150,000 men of their present jobs in,

order, presumably, that 150,000 or any other number of men

might get other jobs in the erection of public works and in '

the prosecution of our project of reforestation.
Mr. MERRITT. Of course, the gentleman forgets thaf

under existing circumstances the public or someone else has

got to supply the railroads with the money to pay these

150,000 men, because they cannot pay them out of their'

receipts.
Mr. CHRISTIANSON. But may we not just as well pro-

vide the money with which these men are hired in the form

of a continuance of present freight rates as to reduce freight
rates and dig down into our own pockets for more tax
money?

Mr. MERRITT. The gentleman, it seems to me, is resting
his statement on a fallacy, because the present freight rates
do not produce enough money to pay the men.

If the railroads could do that on a self-supporting basis,
the gentleman may be right.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. I am quite positive that if the capi-
talization of the railroads was scaled down to a reasconable
basis the railroads would earn enough money at the present
rates.

Mr. MERRITT. 1 disagree with the gentleman about
that.

Now, on the labor question I want merely to complete
the story, which shows where the standard unions were
short-sighted, because they provide in the Senate bill par-
ticularly that these regional committees should consult only
with the representatives of what they call the standard
unions.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PARKER of New York. I yield the gentleman 5 min-
utes more.

Mr. MERRITT. They provide that the regional com-
mittees should consult only with the representatives of the
standard union. It has been shown here today and in the
testimony before the committee that the standard unions
contain only slightly more than 50 percent of the employees.
The House bill is written in the interest of fairness, so that
the standard unions can be represented as well as other
unions.

What I am trying to emphasize is not to show up any
union, standard or otherwise, but trying to emphasize the
solidarity of all employees in times like this.

I sympathize as much as anybody else with the railrcad
employees, but they first ought to help the railroads into
good working order so that they themselves will be more
secure in their employment.

My belief is that the diminution of labor will be very
slight. Anyway, I hope and believe that all those who may
be let out will be scon employed and many more. I hope
that all the measures inaugurated by the President will do
all that he claims for them. I think if they do the burden
of taxation referred to by the gentleman from Minnesota
will be easier and more cheerfully borne, and that we can
all come together and everybody enjoy abounding prosperity.
[Applause.]

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr, MALONEY].
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Mr. MATONEY of Connecticut. Mr, Chairman and mem-
bers of the Committee, I was a little bit hesitant about taking
any of the limited time to speak on this particular measure
until this afternoon, when it became apparent that there
might be some attempt made later on to destroy or remove
some of the features of this bill. That prompted me to add
my humble effort to the effort and able address of the chair-
man of this committee and the efforts of other members who
have spoken on the subject of the bill.

I believe in fairness; I believe in fairness for the railroads,
to the railroad employees, and to the members of this com-
mittee. So, without much hope that I add anything to these
able statements of the gentleman in question, I want to make
& contribution toward correcting a false impression.

I have a seat in the committee next to the very able and
distinguished gentleman from Ohio, and insofar as I know
of the affairs of that commitiee, I have gathered from my
brief association with him that he has always been in favor
of the things that labor favored, and particularly insofar as
this bill is concerned.

So I hope for his sake, and for the sake of fairness, that
no false impression will go out to the country as the result
of today's newspaper story, which I am very certain was
printed in error rather than with the slightest degree of
malice.

I believe as well in fairness for the railroads, because I
know, as every Member of this House knows, that the em-
ployees of the railroads cannot be successful, and cannot
have work for long, unless the railroads themselves are
successful. For this reason, I am very hopeful that there
will be no aitempt to tamper with that part of the bill
which arranges for the repeal of the recapture clause. I am
in favor of the retention of this feature of the bill, and as
a matfer of fact the passage of the bill at once, because the
railroads are now entitled to this repeal. We have not col-
lected the money. I seriously doubt if we can collect the
money. The railroads probably have not got if, if we could
legally collect it, and I think that in the first place it was a
mistake. Part of the reason why I want to see this money
returned is because I think it will not only react to the
benefit of railroads, and railrocad bondholders and stock-
holders, but to labor itself, and insofar as I know, labor is
concerned with the passage of the bill with this inciuded.

My principal concern at the moment, and the particular
reason why I am prompted to talk on the bill just now, is
the suggestion made today that there will be some attempt
later on this week, tomorrow in fact, to remove from the
bill, or to destroy the effectiveness of, those sections which
are designed to freeze and protect labor. I am aware this
measure has its imperfections, and I know that I made
little contribution to the creation or the building up of
the bill. If I had my way, I would protect labor differently.
I would go all the way. I would save the confusion and
misunderstanding, and I would enact some such legislation
as was proposed in this body by the able leader and Chair-
man of the Commifiee on Labor.

Throughout the hearings on this bill I endeavored to bring
out, by brief inquiry, whether or not labor or those other
people interested would be concerned with an inclusion in
the bill of an amendment which would have provided a gov-
ernmental regulation of working hours for railroad em-
ployees. I thought at that time thaf before this session of
Congress was over we would have enacted laws regulating
the hours of labor, and I felt that the railroads should
make their contribution to the general welfare and the
common good. But it appeared during the hearings of the
committee that the railroad employees’ representatives, and
the others who would and should be concerned, preferred
to let that mafter take care of itself in other proposed
legislation. In view of the fact that that is out, and because
the employees themselves declared that they were satisfied
with the provisions involving their work, I am very hopeful
that no attempt will be made to throw from the ranks of
railroad employees more men into the fires of unemployment.

I come from a railroad State, and mine is a railroad dis-
trict, and I am concerned with the success and welfare of that
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railroad, as I am with that of other railroads. Incidentally,
mine is an insurance State also, and I know about the
millions and millions of dollars’ worth of bonds held by in-
surance companies. I know as well of the interest that tha
stockholders of those companies, and the policyholders as
well, have in the welfare of the railroads. But with all of
that in mind, I came down here with a full appreciation of
the fact that the paramount subject before this Congress
and the country was the problem of unemployment. I can-
not believe that the Members of this House, in connection
with this legislation, are going to add to the troubles and
torment of the people by doing anything with this bill, re-
gardless of what imperfections it may have, that will release
from employment any of the few men who remain actively
on the pay rolls of the railroads. This bill does nothing for
labor. The bill does nothing for the employees of the rail-
roads. It freezes the situation at its lowest ebb. In my
opinion, we are on the way out, and from now on we will
see better times. Why tamper with the last remnants of a
group that can help to weld these transportation companies
into a better condition and thus point to a brighter day for
them?

I do not think I add much to this debate, but I could not
let the time go by during which it appeared necessary to say
these few words for labor. I do not know how much the bill
does for the railroads beyond the repeal of the recapture
clause but I do know that that does give them millions upon
millions of dollars which the Government has claimed up to
now. I do know that it does permit economies under the
bill. I do know that after the enactment of the bill—and
this is where labor is denied—there can be a curtailment of
labor with improved business conditions. So do not think
that you are stepping beyond the proper boundary, or any
boundary, in behalf of labor when you vote for this bill.
You are freezing labor at its lowest point and instead of
doing something for them you are only denying anyone a
chance to do something against them. I hope when this bill
is considered under the 5-minute rule that every man, before
he offers an amendment, or votes for one that will change
the bill, will give serious thought to the fact that up to now
everything that we have done in this Congress has been in
the direction of reemployment, and with the prayer and the
hope that we would put men back to work.

In what is perhaps the last important bill before the
House during this session, the last administration measure—
and I understand the President is satisfied with this bill as
it is—let us preserve the honesty of our purpose. Let us not
go out of here at this late date with one single stain against
the honest effort we have made. [Applause.]

The CHATIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. Maroxey] has expired.

Mr. PARKER of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FocaTl.

Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Chairman, it seems to be an open sea-
son for violent attacks upon the judiciary as well as upon
Members of Congress. I am much surprised to find in the
newspaper Labor, printed in Washington, what has been said
about the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Coorerl. I will have
something further to say about him later.

I happen to come from a State and a district which is
traversed by several of the great railroads of the country,
and I have been here when many labor questions were under
discussion. As we all recall, the first suggestion of reduced
hours of labor was made by General Grant in a message to
Congress in 1868. From that time on progressive steps have
been taken in the interest of labor. There was almost a
tragic scene during one of the sessions of Congress when
the Adamson bill was passed. It was at an hour when a
general strike was threatened throughout the country unless
what was known as “ the full crew bill ” was enacted, and, of
course, the railroads thought it was a bluff. I do not know
whether it was or not. The bluff was not called. Conse-
quently, we do not know whether they would have had a
general strike or not. ;

However, in my State we have a situation that is quite
different than in most communities. In fact, it seems that
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everywhere, instead of settling differences between capital
and labor today in the old primitive way of getting results
with the knife, they do it over the counsel table. I was a
member of the State senate in Pennsylvania at the time the
Pennsylvania Railroad conducted one of those meetings with
their employees. On many occasions we had controversial
questions with the railroads, but they were all amicably
settled. I think if we would allow the railroaders them-
selves, with their developed understanding of economic ques-
tions, with the high intelligence that you find among the
railroad trainmen and engineers and others, to settle their
differences, they would be able to handle the matter entirely
satisfactory to everybody.

Socrates said, “All men will do right if they know what
right is.” So, railroaders and officials work out the question
of right over the counsel table instead of settling matters by
strikes and lockouts, as they once did.

Now, before my time expires, I want to say something
about my friend from Ohio, Mr. Coorer. I served 9 years
on this floor with my friend Coorer. I have had fine social
contact with Coorer. We always thought Keating was for
labor, too, but Keating attacks Coorer, and I say he does it
unjustly, because I have known Coorkr all these years. One
thing 1 knew about him was his consistent support of all
labor measures. In fact, he was regarded here as our leader,
and many times I have gone to him for counsel in regard
to the right thing to do in the adjustment of labor matters.
Labor men have always realized that legislation is a com-
promise. Consequently they have asked for the full meas-
ure, never less, and sometimes they have made concessions.
But, as I say, I feel, as one who has known CoorEr as long
as I have, while he needs no defense, yet this paper goes
abroad, and as one Member of Congress who has served with
him, I want to add my tribute to his service, and I may fur-
ther say that not only is he an able and capable labor leader
and a consistent one but a thorough gentleman besides.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.] g

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield 5 minutes fo the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. GriswoLpl.

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Chairman, in the first place, I
want to compliment the members of the commiftee on this
legislation. It is not all that I desire. It may not be all
that you desire, but some 15 years and more of active con-
nection with the railroads of this country has taught me
the vastness of the problems the committee was working
with and the almost impossible task that they had.

Whether this law is a good law or a bad law remains to
be seen. The only way we can tell whether a law is good
or bad is whether it lives and works. If it lives and works,
it is good. If this law lives and works, it will be good. We
cannot tell until we try it.

I think personally that as far as employees are concerned
and as far as employers are concerned, there is only one
thing we should be interested in when we deal with the
making of laws for the transportation systems of this coun-
try, and that is the interest of the public. The employee
and employer should only be legislated for in relation to
the interest of the general public and as a part of that
public.

There are two sections in this bill that cause me to sup-
port it, not because of the employer or the employee, but
because of the good it may do for the public. One section
is subsection (d) of section 7, which provides that in the
case of the removal of terminals, the property loss of em-
ployees will be taken care of, not because of the benefit it
will be to the employee but because of the benefit it will
be to thousands of communities throughout this United
States. If you will go anywhere through the Central West,
where hundreds of terminals have been abolished in the
last year, you will see what a tragedy it is to those towns.
Men who have put in their time on these railroads for years
and invested their life savings in property, are required to
move with the terminal, and their property loss is a loss
to the community, adding to the already depressed condi-
tion of those communities. My regret is that there is not
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some way to make this law retroactive so that we could go
back a year and make good the losses on the terminals
that have already been moved.

The other is that section of the bill that rewrites the law
in regard to the making of freight and passenger rates.
Under the old law we put a premium on the expenditure of
money for useless purposes by the railroads. There is no
question about that. There is no question that they took
into consideration capital expenditures and spent money
freely for things they did not need and for which they had
no use, for the very purpose of raising freight rates. We
have eliminated that. Under this bill freight rates will be
based on a fair and reasonable basis, taking into considera-
tion the good of the service to the public, and that is a
thing we have never considered; it is a thing we do not
consider in the elimination of these terminals today.

The Clover Leaf Railroad eliminated through one section
of Indiana four trains that have served that country for
years. If freight rates are based on service to the public,
maybe we can change some of these conditions.

I do not like some of the provisions in this bill. Person-
ally I do not feel favorable toward the elimination of the
recapture clause. I do not feel favorable to a bill that does
not provide some method of preventing further borrowings
by the railroads of this country.

Three hundred and thirty-five million dollars of the peo-
ple’s money has been borrowed from the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation that will never be repaid. The rail-
roads are now in default. Many of them have not even paid
the interest on money borrowed from the Interstate Com-
merce Commission. They have issued billions in bonds and
stock that they will never redeem but that under the old
law they used as a basis for increasing freight rates. Rates
are now so high that the shipper cannot afford to transport
his goods by rail.

This bill is far from being the perfect bill. It only elimi-
nates some evils, It is better than we have at present. If
is an improvement. Perhaps next session we can improve
it more. It is at least a new departure in railroad legisla-
tion. Tt considers to some degree the human element.

I do not like the provision by which we “ freeze ” railroad
labor at the stage of May 1933. Eight hundred thousand
railroad men are now unemployed. I fear that many of
them will never return to work. But under the law now in
force we have no assurance that the list of employees will
not be cut even further. This new law would prevent those
additional cuts.

I think the proper method would have been to take the
average of the number of unemployed over a period of
years and to have set the minimum of unemployment at
that figure. After all, nearly every act passed at this ses-
sion has had as its object the returning of men to employ-
ment. We should show consideration for returning railroad
employees as well as others. But I understand that this
section and the fixing of the number for the month of
May is a compromise and that it is approved and accepted
by the representatives of railroad labor.

I hope that on tomorrow, after the Members of the House
have offered their amendments, that this bill will be even
better than now. I shall vote for it on final passage, not
because it is perfect, but because, from the standpoint of
the public and from the human standpoint, it is an im-
provement over the present law. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PARKER of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SHOEMAKER],

Mr. SHOEMAKER. Mr. Chairman, this is not the first
time the question of the unification of railways has been
up for consideration in this body nor will it be the last. The
earliest railroad regulation to come before Congress included
the problem of dealing with railroad mergers, and ungues-
tionably the last legislation before we ultimately see the wis-
dom of governmental ownership and operation of the roads
will have to do with consolidation of railway facilities.

I desire, therefore, to make clear what I consider to b=
the fundamental issues involved in this whole guestion and
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to place on record the facts which compel me to take the
position I hold in reference to the problem.

As T have said, there have been many discussions of this
question in Congress, but never before has there been an
opportunity for us to see at one time the purpose and the
effect of the movement for railroad consolidation brought
together by congressional investigation. The newspapers of
today are carrying the story of what is perhaps the out-
standing movement for railroad consolidation in recent his-
tory, and the Seante investigation is showing that that great
merger, brought about ostensibly under the leadership of
the Van Sweringen brothers, brought millions of dollars of
profit to the banking firm of J. P. Morgan & Co. and their
favored friends and customers. Before the House and Sen-
ate Interstate Commerce Committees representatives of
railway labor have revealed in detail, perhaps for the first
time in such a way, the fact that railway unification and
consolidation have brought unemployment, heavy property
losses, and sometimes total destitution to the men whose
loyal services have made possible the efficient transportation
system so vital to the industries of our country. This con-
trast shows at once the motive for railway consolidation in
previous years, and the terrible effects which have followed
the carrying out of the unifications proposed. The great
financial houses of the East have merged and unified and
consolidated the railway systems with little concern for the
communities and the employees injured. To the bankers
have gone the profits, and to the people have gone the stag-
gering losses involved in these changes.

It is time that we put a stop to that process. It is time
that the Government of the United States intervene in this
orgy of banker-dominated reorganizations and protect the
rights and the property of the masses of the people affected
by such changes.

Only a detailed study of the resulfs of railway unifications
can show the misery which they have brought, and poten-
tially may bring, to railway workers and to communities
dependent upon railway operations. During the hearings
upon this bill, and in their efforts to bring about the amend-
ments which have been added to the bill as now presented,
the standard railway labor organizations have earned the
gratitude of this body and of the Nation for their clear
demonstration of the dangers inherent in the uncontrolled
reorganization first proposed.

At the present time the laws regulating the railroads not
only permit but they actually encourage railway consolida-
tions. The inadequacy of the existing laws and their un-
fairness to the railway employees and to the public interest
have been clearly shown by the railway labor organizations.
Under these laws the Great Northern and Northern Pacific
Railway Cos. applied to the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion for permission to merge their properties under a single
ownership. In spite of the opposition of State and local
authorities, in spite of the opposition of shippers and other
railroad companies, and in complete disregard of the inter-
ests of the railway employees affected, the Commission ap-
proved that merger with but slight reservation relative to
the financial connections of the proposed new railway cor-
poration. That was done under the law as it now stands;
a consideration of the effects of that proposed merger will
show how sadly railway legislation is in need of revision.

The two railway companies asking for that merger rep-
resented to the Interstate Commerce Commission that it
would result in savings of approximately $10,000,000 per
year. Elaborate tables were presented, giving in detail what
the companies thought would result. The grand summary
of these savings was as follows:

Estimate of savings to result from Great Northern-Northern Pacific
unification i

(From pp. 47 and 48 of I.C.C. Finance Docket No. 6409)
Ezxpected annual

Change proposed: saving
Rerouting of traffic by sghorter lnes. . . $1, 536,328

Use of Rosebud coal on Great Northern between
Casselton, N.Dak., and Spokane, Wash_______ 2,282, 157
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Estimate of savings to result from Great Northern-Northern Pacific
unification—Continued
Change proposed—Continued. it

Diversion of passenger trains from Prairie to Port
Defiance line (one example of possible savings in

routing passenger trains) $27, 300
Transportation of ballast (one example of possible
savings In hauling material) .. ____________ 20, 409
Hauling treated ties between Spokane and Ellens-
burg, Wash 6, 850
Treating ties in Minnesota 95, 000
Unification of facilities at Breckenridge, Minn.,
and. Wahpston, NINE. .0 0r T 19,945
Proposed changes at head of lakes and Hinckley
and Sandstone, Minn 548, 302
Proposed changes at Sand Point, Idaho, and
Spokane, Wash 300, 547
Rerouting freight at Auburn yard, Wash_________ 81, 480
Unification of facilities at the Twin Citles________ 705, 320
Unification of facilities at points on the Dakota
G b U e M e T T R 3686, 968
Unification of facilities at 10 common points, St.
Cloud, Minn., to Butte, Mont., inclusive_.._____ 196, 516
Unification of facilities at Beattle, Tacoma, Port-
land, ete, including rearrangement of train serv-
ice 868, 779
Rearrangement of shops 536, 403
Accounting economies__. 669, 399
and stores departments._.__.__________ 1,063, 571
Trafic expenses 817,437
Total 10, 142,811

On the surface of it, this would seem to be a very attrac-
tive proposal. The railways are to save $10,000,000 per
year in operating costs, and while there is no promise that
that money is in any way to be returned to shippers, nev-
ertheless it seems desirable to save $10,000,000 if it can be
done.

But when these savings are analyzed, as the railway em-
ployees have analyzed them, we can see very plainly where
the railway companies are going to get that ten million.
Four typical items in this long list of savings have been
taken apart; the analysis shows that more than 90 percent
of the money to be saved is to come from reduced pay roll.
By that one unification alone, 4,000 workers would be turned
adrift. The corporations controlling the Great Northern
and Northern Pacific Railways would profit by $10,000,000
per year, and the employees would lose directly almost the
whole of that amount.

In that connection, it is of interest to note that probably
the largest stockholder to be affected by the proposed say-
ings is one Arthur Curtis James, whose name has been con-
spicuous on the lists of favored friends of the House of Mor-
gan, revealed by the Senate investigation. So this great
economy move, fostered by legislation passed in this House,
and approved in its essentials by the Interstate Commerce
Commission, would have taken these millions of dollars
from the railway employees of the Northwest and have given
them to the stockholders and bondholders of the railways,
much of it ultimately to have found its way into the hands
of Eastern financial interests.

What was to become of the railway workers thrown onto
the streets by this change? Neither the railway companies
nor the Interstate Commerce Commission seemed to be
greatly concerned about that factor. That was perhaps
considered irrelevant. The sufferings of those men and
women and their families was as nothing compared with the
desirability of adding to the already excessive incomes of
the financial giants behind the railway consolidations.

But the concern for the financial elements did not neglect
details. I wish to offer here one of the detailed statements
presented by the railway companies in support of their pe-
tition. The little town of Barnesville, Minn., was a division
point on the Great Northern Railway until 1928. The
merger plans as contained in the brief submitted by the
railroads to the Interstate Commerce Commission called for
the abandonment of the railway facilities at Barnesville, and
the elimination at that one small town of 60 railway em-
ployees. The companies were going to save by the discharge
of those men, approximately $100,000; altogether, they were
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planning to reduce costs by $115,000 per year through
abandoning the town of Barnesville. In the list of savings
to be made I find prominently mentioned an oil house, which
is to be salvaged; a sandhouse, an icehouse, and a car
repairer’s house. The material to be saved from these
houses would have a total value of $145. The railroad at-
torneys calculated the savings at 6 percent on the salvage
value of the material, and that item appears within the
total of $10,000,000 the corporations hoped to realize out
of the merger. Six percent on the value of those houses
is $8.70 per year; but it was not overlooked in the total of
savings.

Because of their opposition to the financial condition at-
tached to the Interstate Commerce Commission’s order, and
because of the vigorous opposition of the people of the
Northwest, the railways delayed their merger; it is not yet
consummated. But the Great Northern Railway proceeded,
nevertheless, with the abandonment of the facilities located
at Barnesville. Today, instead of 60 men at Barnesville,
there are 2 in the employ of the railway. All of the others
have been discharged or transferred. The railway workers,
in their statement to the committee, showed the effect upon
those railway men and upon the town of Barnesville.

Most of the railway workers at Barnesville had owned
their homes. The value of these homes, according to the
Barnesville assessor, was $156,411 in 1926. But with the
removal of the railway facilities, the workers could no longer
use those homes; the town became only a typical small farm-
ing community. There was no need for the number of
residences that had been built there, and the value of the
homes owned by these railway men was practically nothing.

It is impossible to exaggerate the tragedy involved in this
change. Railway men of 20, 30, and even greater years’ serv-
ice had been employed at Barnesville, Into their homes had
gone practically all of their savings. It was their calcula-
tion, and a natural one, that in their old age they would be
able to live in those homes, drawing the meager pension to
which they would be entitled, and able to keep themselves
at least from the streets. A home, by the feachings and
preachings of American industrial and political leaders, is
a sacred thing; every workman should own his home,
and that should be the rock upon which our civilization is
built. Many such maxims have been preached to American
workers, and many millions of them have bought or built
homes in agreement with that philosophy.

But at Barnesville today there is a powerful object lesson
in the validity of the idea that the home is sacred to the
Government of this Nation. On every street are empty
houses which once were the homes of railway workers.
Roofs and porches sagging, windows boarded up, yards once
trim are now overgrown with weeds. Where are the workers
and their families? Scattered throughout the Northwest,
those who are still employed possibly trying to begin all
over again their painful task of saving enough to buy them-
selves a home for their old age.

In order to puf side by side the treatment accorded to
the property of the companies and their employees, I wish
to present first the statement introduced by the railroads
before the Interstate Commerce Commission, and afterward
a list of the homes formerly owned by railway men employed
at Barnesville,

Railway calculation of savings at Barnesville, Minn,

Yearly
mainte- B:Jﬂimsga
nance
Maintenance saving and material salvage: Yard tracks to be
recovered at Barnesville, 64,350 track-feet (12.10 miles)_______ 9,752 $52,328
Great Northern buildings to be released at Barnesville:
\inchinm and boilers. 7, 500
1 rount
1 turntabl
1 oil house.
1 sand house..
1ice house______.
1 car repairer’s house 25 200
y by AR BT e S L e A e S 1, 600
Tgl.al L Ty SRR o R e S At Rl G?:g
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Railway calculation of savings at Barnesville, Minn.—Continued
Yearly Sal
4 vage
mainte-
pance | YAlue
Cost of necessary incidental changes:
Additions and betterments:
Cost of connections between Northern Pacific east-
ward track and Great Northern, Breckenridge, and
Barnesville Hoes at Moorhead .. ______ $27, 934
Cost of 2 tracks (400 feet and 340 feet) to serve 2-stall
enginshonss ..l . 1,021
Cost of 2 crossovers west end of yard._ . coeoeeaeeo . 2, 504
Cost of wye track at Barnesville (1,885 fest) ......_____. 8,175
Total cost of additions and betterments. ... 40, 534
Operating expenses:
Incidental changes for Moorhead connections...._.._._. 615
Incldenml changes for converting storehouse t